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SENATE—Monday, May 19, 1986

The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray.

God be merciful unto us, and bless
us; and cause his face to shine upon
us; that thy way may be known upon
earth, thy saving health among all na-
tions. Let the people praise thee, O
God; let all the people praise thee. O let
the nations be glad and sing for joy:
for thou shall judge the people right-
eously and govern the nations upon
earth.—Psalms 67:1-4.

God of mercy, so easily we become
spiritually disoriented. We drift with-
out an anchor. Losing our magnetic
north we wander without direction
and purpose. Help us return to Thee O
God that we may connect with our
spiritual and moral roots. For the sake
of our stewardship as national leaders
and for Your glory. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator DoLE, is
recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr.-DOLE. Mr. President, under the
standing order, the leaders will have
10 minutes each, followed by special
orders in favor of Senators HAWKINS,
MATTINGLY, and PrRoxXMIRE—the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina,
Senator THURMOND, is scheduled to de-
liver the Hawkins special order—and
routine morning business not to
extend beyond the hour of 1 p.m.,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for not more than 5 minutes
each.

Following routine morning business,
the Senate will resume consideration
of S. 2180, the Federal Fire Prevention
and Control Act. No votes will occur
prior to the hour of 3 p.m., and no
votes will occur after the hour of 6
p.m. today.

There will be a number of votes, I
would assume, on Tuesday and
Wednesday. We hope to begin consid-
eration of H.R. 4515, the supplemental
appropriations bill later today or early
tomorrow. There will be votes on that
throughout Tuesday and we could be
asked to remain in late on Tuesday or
Wednesday to complete action on the
supplemental.

As previously agreed to some time
ago, we will be in adjournment for the
Memorial Day recess until Monday,
June 2. That will start effective the
close of business Wednesday, May 21.
On June 2, we will convene at 2 p.m.
rather than 12 noon. We will do that
by consent.

It is still our intention to call up the
tax reform bill very early upon our
return. I met with the Budget Com-
mittee chairman hoping we could ex-
pedite consideration of a 303 wavier
request so we would be prepared to
start on the tax bill, if not on Monday,
June 2, on Tuesday, June 3, or no later
than Wednesday, June 4.

There will also probably be pending
at that time the President’s veto of
the resolution of disapproval of the
Saudi arms sale. I am not certain when
that veto will occur, but that will be
pending, I assume, when we return,
unless disposed of before we leave.

I would suggest to my colleagues
that June 2 is also the first day of
public televising of Senate proceed-
ings. We will, as I said, begin on that
day at 2 o’clock.

YELENA BONNER'S CALL FOR
PEACE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, yesterday
the Washington Post's Outlook sec-
tion ran an article written by Yelena
Bonner, Soviet dissident and wife of
Andrei Sakharov. Her message was
simple and straightforward: Americans
want peace. They want the freedom to
live in their own homes, raise their
families, pursue their careers. They do
not want war. They want peace.

Yelena Bonner, who has been in the
West for the past 5 months being
treated for medical problems, recog-
nized two overriding American charac-
teristics—the desire for privacy and in-
dependence. These are traits the
Soviet system does not accommodate.

As she points out, at the age of 63,
she has never had a house, and prob-
ably never will:

My dream, my own house, is unattainable
for me and my family—that is for my hus-
band and myself, as unattainable as Heaven
on Earth.

Why so unattainable? Because she
and her husband had the audacity to
challenge the Soviet Government, to
speak out against its abuses, and to
dare to ask to leave. But even if they
hadn’t, the opportunity for something
as basic as owning your own home in
the Soviet Union is as rare as a 5-per-
cent mortgage rate in the United
States. But then, so are other basics,
like the freedom of speech, the free-

dom of movement, the freedom of reli-
gion.

Mrs. Bonner is getting ready to leave
the United States, to return to her
husband and their life in internal
exile. Mrs. Bonner has whiffed the
winds of freedom, she has exulted in
the homely pleasures of family life in
American suburbia; she has bathed in
the warmth and beauty of a Caribbean
beach; she has lived in an open and
democratic society.

It is ironic, that just as she was pre-
paring to return to a closed life in the
closed city of Gorky, Anatoly Shchar-
ansky, the recently freed Soviet dissi-
dent, was beginning his first trip to
the United States. For those of us who
had the pleasure and honor to meet
with Mr. Shcharansky, his joy at being
free was patently obvious, even after a
grueling schedule.

But at the same time, he made it
very clear that while enjoying his new
life in Israel, he will relentlessly cam-
paign for the right of the 400,000
Soviet Jews who wish to emigrate, and
for the thousands of dissidents who
remain in Soviet prison camps.

Mrs. Bonner, Mr. Shcharansky, and
all Soviets held against their will, want
something as basic as a house and as
awesome as freedom and peace.

As Mrs. Bonner wrote:

I want a house. I don’t want war. Ameri-
cans want a house, too. Americans don't
want war,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include the text of Mrs. Bon-
ner’s remarks in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the re-
marks were ordered to be printed in
the REcoRD, as follows:

AMERICANS DON'T WANT WAR—THEY WANT
Houses, WITH YARDS, AND So Do I

(By Yelena Bonner)

(Yelena Bonner plans to leave the United
States Saturday to return to the Soviet
Union and life in internal exile with her
husband and fellow dissident, Andrei Sak-
harov.)

I am convinced that Americans want
peace. I don’t know about America—I'm not
a specialist, like the schoolchildren who
travel around the world on peace missions
and can explain everything about rockets
and so on. But while I am not as competent
to judge, I maintain that Americans do not
want war,

What Americans want is a house. No
matter their place on the social ladder, their
salary, capital, inheritance, winnings in the
lottery or on the stock market (for me with
my lack of education in these matters it is
almost one and the same, even though I do
know that people win more frequently—and
lose more frequently!—playing the stock
market than the lottery), they want a house
of their own.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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They want a house and the ground it
stands on, and a surrounding bit of land.
That’s all. Some own a tiny house, like a toy
cottage, and the only soil is in their flower
boxes; others have lots of bedrooms, baths,
and extensive lawns. The desire to own a
house is not a class ambition; it encompasses
upper, middle, upper-middle, or lower-
income groups, and is an expression of a na-
tional trait, a desire for privacy.

Even one of New York's homeless, hud-
dling in a blanket over a grating, will be in-
sulted if you invade his privacy. A house is
the symbol of independence, not even a ma-
terial one, but some sort of combined spirit-
ual and physical independence. The Ameri-
can feeling about his house expresses the
main traits of Americans—the desire for pri-
vacy and independence. But that attitude
gives rise to a third trait, “my house is my
pride and joy."”

And from that comes “My city, my state,
my country is my pride and joy.” There is
no aggression or parochialism in that atti-
tude. It is open and kind and caring both
toward the house and toward everything
that it stands for, the soil in the flower
boxes and the lovingly-tended lawn, even if
it's only three yards square. And, I say, this
shows that Americans care about land in
general and about the whole world. Only
the other day my son told me that accord-
ing to a poll, 43 percent of all Americans
prefer growing flowers to any other outdoor
pastime,

Americans do not want war. They want a
house. The first lady says that when the
president retires, they will sell the house in
which they lived before the presidency. The
children are grown and the place is too big
for them, so they will buy a smaller house.
A wonderful plan! And it's wonderful that
the whole country knows it. The president
doesn't want war, he wants a new house.

I also want a house, in addition to my
usual wants that everyone be together and
healthy and that there be no war. With
enough land around it, and no more, for me
to plant flowers. For the sake of nostalgia I
could grow an ordinary Russian cornflower
and an ordinary Russian daisy and a single
birch tree. But to tell the truth, I find nos-
talgia a form of play acting.

I don't need a lot of bedrooms, just one
for us and one for mother, a guest room and
one more so that I'm always ready for our
grandchildren. And I'd like a room where I
could at last spread out my books and where
Andrei could make a mess. What nonsense
I'm writing! I want a house! This is me, who
should be counting the days, no, the hours
of my freedom to do what I want, even to
type this freely, to type all my unattainable
nonsense, such as “I want a house.”

But you know, I'm sixty-three, and I've
never had a house; not only that, I've never
had a corner I could call my own. I started
out like everyone else: a normal childhood,
but then came a strange orphanhood—
father and mother arrested and no one
knowing whether they were alive or not. I
lived in a single room with my grandmother,
brother and sister. On the other side of the
wall (we could hear everything) lived a man
named Fyodorov with his wife and four chil-
dren. When he got drunk he beat them. If
they managed to get away, they would
spend the night with us, sitting on the old
trunk. Fyodorov never broke into our room.
He was afraid of grandmother—everyone
was afraid of her except me. I had my own
fears, of course, but ever since my parents’
arrest, I have never allowed myself to show
my dread of anything.
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Then there was the army. I guess there
was a time when my “house"” was a compart-
ment in the hospital train, where I was head
nurse, The war ended, and many people
shared my room with me, like girl friends in
Leningrad after the evacuation was over.
Later, we had a room in a communal apart-
ment—my first husband, two children, my
mother, and I; often we had friends staying
the night. There were 48 people in one
apartment, and one toilet.

Later in Moscow, we had two rooms in the
apartment where my mother, the children
and I lived, and then we were joined by my
son-in-law, and then by Sakharov. I think
that the first time I was mistress of my own
place was—it's hard to believe—in Gorky, in
exile.

I do not want that. I want a house. My
daughter has a house in Newton, Mass, It
make me so happy to think that she has a
house, Her family is caught up in our af-
fairs, in our Gorky horrors and suffering,
and our cares. They have forgotten the
pleasure of their house. I want them to go
back to caring about it. It has done so much
for them—my daughter and her husband
and their two children have been living in
the house since their arrival in 1977. My son
came there, followed by his wife, and their
daughter was born there. Two families
shared the house in a most un-American
way—it was almost a communal apartment
and it had almost a third family: my mother
arrived and the impossibility of going back
to Russia has kept her there close to six
years. Where else could she go—to live in
exile in Gorky?

My dream, my own house, is unattainable
for me and my family—that is, for my hus-
band and myself, as unattainable as heaven
on earth, But I want a house, If not for me,
then for my son and his family. My son and
I plan to buy one. And I am learning many
new things. The house should be near good
schools, my granddaughter is three and
schooling is not far off in the future. It
should be in the suburbs—vacations are
short and a child should not have to grow
up in a polluted city. It should be close to
their work—both parents have jobs and
there is only one car. It should have a full
foundation and basement (I had never
known such considerations to exist). It
should have three bedrooms so that my
mother can be with them, or at least visit. It
should have a room and bath in the base-
ment for guests. It should have a studio—
Alyosha wants more than a house, he needs
a workroom for his mathematics. But the
cost is . .
than the children, I want. But it's time for
me to pack my bags. Not tomorrow, but very
soon. The children live here. I live over
there.

My time here has been a highlight of my
entire life. For instance, I went to the Virgin
Islands, I had never been in a climate like
that, near palm trees—coconuts really do
fall! My bare feet had never felt sand like
this. The warm and quiet sea splashed just
twenty steps away from me. I would call it
paradise, but paradise is not simply a ques-
tion of climate, or sand, or sea, or even
apples (or pears—that historical argument
from the Garden of Eden has yet to be
solved). Paradise is being with people you
love and treasure and not worrying about
them. I wish Andrei were here, I wish my
mother could sit in a rocker in the shade
near those sweet, sleep-inducing oleanders,
and I wish I could pick up the phone once a
week and hear the calm voices of my chil-
dren. Paradise, it turns out, is so simple and,
it turns out, unattainable for me.

. oh! I want, I want, I want. More"
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Long, hot hours on the white, hot sand;
the sea—light blue, dark blue, turquoise.
The bay is small—even with my ailing legs I
managed to wander all the way to its left
point one day, and to its right on another. I
will always remember that arc, a smooth
edge of sand, and the sea, which doesn’t
roar, but whispers, babbles. I'm afraid of
lapsing into sentimentality (I think I al-
ready have, in fact), but I've never seen
such a sea . . . it has such tranquility.

Perhaps I have grown more tranquil here.
I am grateful that I was invited to that
island and that it was so simple to give me
five days to catch my breath, to work, and
to have peace. Maybe those days let me
regain my senses—to stop losing my temper
with my family; to understand that I can
change nothing or correct nothing; to stop
tormenting my heart (the six bypasses may
not be able to take it) and the hearts of
others—hearts I love.

My husband told me just five months ago
(God, I haven’t seen him in five months and
want to be with him so much!), “The world
is further away from war than it has been in
a long time.” I believe him, and on that
score, I live calmly. Especially since I have
more than enough worries, cares, and mis-
fortunes of my own.

What difference does it make if Gorba-
chev and Reagan meet in June or some
other month? What difference does it make
which of them is being cranky? First Gorba-
chev plays hard to get, like a girl invited for
a date, pouting, considering: “I don’t know, I
have to think about it, probably not.” Then
Reagan sounds like a jealous girl, “It's her
or me. Now or never.” A recent newspaper
article set me thinking along these lines. Ac-
tually, all three are alien to me—the news-
paper and the two governments. I must be
one of the world's least interested people in
the problems that Reagan and Gorbachev
are threatening to discuss or not discuss,
when and if they meet or don't meet.

I want a house. I don't want war. Ameri-
cans want a house, too. Americans don't
want war,

So now with my surgically repaired organ
of feelings and circulation I am writing in a
hotel in New York, which is simultaneously
a city and a country and a world. I am on
the eighth floor in a corner room. One
window opens on 61st Street, the other on
Central Park. In two directions, unfolding
from an angle, stretches a panorama that
needs nothing added to it. Against the blue
of the sky are the gray silhouettes of build-
ings that pierce it (light gray in the sun,
darker in shadow), lines, lines, lines. How
can anyone say that New York is not beauti-
ful? For me it is the city of cities, ready for
the future.

Today I say something amazing from the
windows of this room.

I got up early, a bit after six. The haze of
burgeoning buds barely showed over the
trees, and the grass had not yet taken on a
greenish hue. It was still yellow, the color of
grass shoots. And now it's noon, and there is
a delicate green smoke over the trees and
the grass has turned green, a tender, tender
green. So quickly, spring came in six hours.
Lord, I want the whole world to feel this
good. They say New York is at its best in
springtime. And now I'm going downstairs
into the city.
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THE SPECIAL OLYMPICS
AIRLIFT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, each year
the National Aeronautic Association is
presented to an individual or company
for the greatest achievements in aero-
nautics and astronautics in America.

This past Friday evening the Collier
Trophy for 1985 was presented to
Cessna Aircraft Co. and its chairman,
Russell Meyer, for the safety record in
1985 of the worldwide fleet of Cessna
Citation business jet aircraft. In 1985,
for the second successive year, no pas-
senger fatalities were recorded during
nearly 750,000 flight hours by the
fleet of almost 1,400 Citations in more
than 40 countries worldwide. Cessna is
the first general aviation recipient of
the Collier Trophy since its inception
in 1911.

At the awards ceremonies Friday
evening, Russ Meyer and Eunice Ken-
nedy Shriver, chairman of Special
Olympics International, made a sur-
prise announcement of the “Citation
Special Olympics Airlift,” the details
of which I would like to share with my
colleagues. The airlift program pro-
vides that each U.S. athlete, coach,
and official delegate to the 1987 Inter-
national Summer Special Olympics
games will be flown to South Bend,
IN, in a giant airlift of Cessna Citation
business jets organized and sponsored
by Cessna Aircraft Co.

Cessna will ask more than 700 corpo-
rate owners of Cessna Citations in the
United States to fly special olympians
to the summer games in their Cita-
tions. This effort will require at least
500 Citations for a minimum of 2 days
each—to transport athletes to the
games and to take them home 10 days
later. This program will save the Spe-
cial Olympics more than $2 million in
transportation costs. In his announce-
ment Friday, Meyer indicated that of
the hundred or so Citation owners he
had contacted about this, the positive
response was unanimous. I'm sure that
when the rest of the Citation owners
are contacted, the 500 planes neces-
sary for a successful operation will
have been procured.

This is a great example of corporate
America doing its share to help great
programs like the Special Olympics.
The “Citation Special Olympies Air-
lift"” is a program of staggering dimen-
sions, and the only way to bring it into
perspective is to compare it to the
Berlin airlift. At its peak, we had 120
flights per day into Berlin. In July
1987, there will be more than 600
flights into South Bend, IN. There will
be a Citation landing in South Bend
every 80 to 90 seconds for a period of
14 to 15 hours.

Mr. President, I congratulate Russ
Meyer, Cessna, and the Special Olym-
pics on the announcement of this Spe-
cial Olympics airlift. And special con-
gratulations to Russ Meyer for being

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

the 1985 recipient of the Collier
Trophy.

AMERICA WILL MISS THEODORE
H. WHITE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last week
America lost one of her most distin-
guished historians with the passing of
Theodore H. White. He was a gifted
writer and reporter, but above all, he
was unique in his ability to convey his-
tory with an intimacy and relevance
that made spellbinding reading to
every kind of audience.

As a foreign correspondent, “Teddy”
White blazed new trails for American
writers with his pioneering coverage of
the dramatic days of revolution in Red
China during the 1930's. His book
“Thunder Out of China” has become
the foundation on which any serious
study of that country must begin. But
after extensive writings from foreign
shores, the lure of politics brought
Teddy to a new and highly visible role
as the journalistic dean of American
Presidential campaigns.

His popular series ‘“The Making of
the President” is a landmark in histor-
ical writing because it captures the
coast-to-coast detail of the world's
greatest democracy electing its leader:
from the campaign trail, to the back
rooms of the convention hall, to inau-
gural day itself, Teddy White has
given us an eyewitness account that
will stand forever as living American
history. His brand of Presidential jour-
nalism is still the model for today’s
writers, which tells you plenty about
this great American storyteller.

Mr. President, many of us in this
Chamber knew Theodore White well
and we will miss his special presence
on Capitol Hill, or on the campaign
trail, or wherever his nose for news
took him. The Senator from Kansas
extends the Senate’s deepest sympa-
thies to Mr. White’s family. When the
next election rolls around, we will
look, by habit, for the bespectacled
historian, and we will remember in
sadness his passing.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HatcH). The Democratic leader is rec-
ognized.

DEFENSE BURDEN SHARING:
SOME POSITIVE DEVELOP-
MENTS, BUT OUR ALLIES NEED
TO DO MORE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the De-
fense Department recently issued the
unclassified version of its latest annual
report on Allied Contributions to the
Common Defense, also known as the
burden-sharing report.

This document, perhaps the best
summary comparison of how well or
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poorly our NATO allies and Japan are
sharing the mutual security burden, is
required by statutory language au-
thored by our distinguished colleague
from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN.

The latest unclassified version of the
report, the 1986 edition, also contains
expanded information focusing specifi-
cally on the adequacy, or lack thereof,
of Japan's self-defense contributions.
That information is required by an
amendment I authored to last year’s
State Department authorization act.

There is both good news and bad
news for the American taxpayer, and
for U.S. national security, in this
newest burden-sharing report.

The good news is that, mainly be-
cause of senatorial pressure on the ex-
ecutive branch, and on our allies, the
NATO countries and Japan finally are
taking some positive steps to increase
their defense efforts and to carry a
fairer share of the common security
burden.

The bad news is that these steps still
are clearly insufficient to relieve more
of the unfair burden currently borne
by U.S. taxpayers to pay for our
mutual security, and that, in terms of
overall average annual real growth in
defense spending, the allied burden-
sharing performance is getting worse
instead of better.

This report refers to positive deci-
sions by NATO to increase military
construction funding, and by some of
the European allies to increase their
ammunition procurement. NATO also
may be making progress to compen-
sate for the impact of possible U.S. de-
ployments to the Persian Gulf.

These developments would not have
occurred without amendments by Sen-
ators Sam NunN and CARL LEVIN to
focus attention on extremely inad-
equate defense contributions by our
NATO allies.

Unfortunately, this positive news is
offset by the report’s disclosure that
average real growth in defense spend-
ing for all other NATO nations in 1986
is tentatively projected to be the
lowest in 9 years. It is a pitifully small
range, from somewhere between zero
and three-tenths of 1 percent.

Furthermore, for 1985, the report
states that only three to four of the
European allies are expected to meet
their longstanding commitment to in-
crease their defense budgets by 3 per-
cent each year after excluding infla-
tion.

Regarding Japan, the good news in
the report is that, unlike the first year
of the two previous 5-year military im-
provement programs, the required
first year share of the new, 1986-90
Japanese defense plan was approved
and fully funds almost all major front-
line equipment, combat readiness,
training, and sustainability items for
this initial program increment.
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The bad news about Japan's defense
contribution is that, once again, it
ranks “last or close to last on most of
the performance measures compared
to ability to contribute surveyed, and
thus, appears to be doing far less than
its fair share.”

A final verdict cannot be made yet
about Japan's present and future de-
fense performance. On the one hand,
Japan seems finally to have heard the
message embodied in the Byrd amend-
ment and other congressional state-
ments that it must increase its self-de-
fense efforts.

On the other hand, several more
years of sustained increases in annual
Japanese defense budgets will be
needed before that nation meets the
bare minimum military capabilities to
live up to its mutual security commit-
ments, including defending its sea
lanes out to 1,000 miles. Each year of
the new 5-year program must be
funded fully, for example.

The 1986 burden-sharing report
promises that future reports required
by my amendment “will monitor Japa-
nese progress toward continuing on a
realistic path to achieving its defense
goals.” This information should
permit the American taxpayers and
the Congress to assess better if
Japan’'s actual burden-sharing per-
formance is matching its promises.
Armed with such information, Con-
gress would be in a stronger position
to legislate any actions possibly
needed to encourage Japan to carry a
much fairer share of the common de-
fense burden.

Mr. BYRD. Mr.

President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may reserve
the balance of my time under the
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SENATOR HAWKINS' SPECIAL
ORDER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS] is recognized
for not to exceed 5 minutes.

The distinguished Senator from
South Carolina is recognized to read
Senator HAWKINS' statement.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, on
behalf of Senator HaAwkins, I wish to
present the following statement.

Mex1co Courp ProriT FRoM EXAMPLE SET

BY ALCOHOLICS ANONYMOUS

Mrs. Hawkins. Mr. President, one would
have hoped for a different reaction from
the government of Mexico to recent charges
of graft and corruption in coping with the
Mexican drug traffic. The government took
umbrage at statements made by various
high-ranking officials of the US. at a
Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee
hearing last week. The statements contend-
ed that there is “massive corruption” at all
levels of the Mexican government and until
this corruption is weeded out little headway
can be made in trying to combat narcotics
trafficking.
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Mexico's reaction was swift and sharp.
The Foreign Ministry issued a statement
saying Mexico “categorically rejects the ac-
cusations and calumnies' directed against it.
That statement said the Mexican Ambassa-
dor to the United States had been instruct-
ed to deliver a note to the State Department
protesting the “libelous and interventionist™
comments by American officials at the hear-
ing and “demanding an explanation” for
them. A spokesman for the Mexican Embas-
sy in Washington described the hearing as
“biased and partial” and characterized it as
“meddling in Mexican internal affairs.” I
think we can understand why the Mexican
government would not be ecstatic about ac-
cusations they are lax in investigating and
prosecuting drug traffickers. But their reac-
tion could have been less irate, more tem-
perate. For instance, they could ask them-
selves, "Is there any substance to the
charges?” And finding that there is, they
could also ask themselves, “Are we going to
take the bull by the horns and do some-
thing to clean up our act?"

We in the United States admit that we are
a major factor in the international drug
problem—that we are at the top of the heap
among the drug consuming nations. But
there is some virtue in knowing that and ac-
cepting that and in trying to do something
about it. That is in sharp contrast to
Mexico, which adopts an ostrich head-in-
the-sand attitude, refuses to acknowledge it
has a major problem and is unwilling to
take the necessary steps to solve the prob-
lem. Mexico is seduced by its own guile or
intoxicated by its own arrogance. Is it possi-
ble by some strange trick of alchemy that
the whole country is reeling from the psy-
chotropic effect of its own drugs? Is Mexi-
can society so permeated by the corrosive
effect of narco-dollars that it has lost its
sense of decency and justice? Has it fallen
hopelessly under the spell of drug traffick-
ers? How near is Mexico to the point spelled
out by Assistant Secretary of State Elliott
Abrams? He said the influence of drug traf-
fickers on the government of Mexico may
become so strong “it is hard or impossible to
root it out." He solemnly warned, "It may
get to be too late.” We put the question to
Mexico, "Is it already too late? Are you too
far gone? Are you beyond help? Is there
some way that we can aid you?"

Mexico could take a page from the hand-
book of Alcoholics Anonymous. The AA re-
habilitation program begins at the point
where an individual stands up and admits to
the world, “I am an alcoholic.” Once that
admission is forthcoming, the person is on
the road to recovery. Is it too much to
expect of Mexico to admit that it is a major
drug producing and narcotics transit coun-
try, that its police and judicial systems are
riddled with corruption and traffickers
engage in terror and violence on people op-
posed to their detestable trade. And they do
s0 with impunity. They need not fear for
conseguences.

Let's face certain facts. Mexico is the top
supplier of marijuana and heroin to the
United States. It is a pipeline for one-third
of the cocaine entering this country. We
consume that hideous stuff, true. It's up to
us to do something about it. But it is up to
Mexico to do something about their damna-
ble exports to us. We ship them economic
and material aid, they ship us degradation
and human misery. Mexican drug traffick-
ers beat and murdered an American DEA
agent. Some of those suspected of killing
Enrique Camarena are in jail awaiting trial.
Other suspects remain at large, although re-
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ports indicate Mexican authorities know
their whereabouts. One suspect is believed
to have been the guest of governors of two
Mexican states. Fifteen months have passed
since Camarena died at the hands of his tor-
turers. The dastardly deed against him cries
for justice. Is there any justice left in
Mexico or has that perished beneath the
boots of the drug traffickers, ground under
by their arrogance for normal rules of con-
duct and civility?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
am very pleased to deliver this state-
ment on behalf of the able and distin-
guished Senator from Florida, Senator
HAWKINS.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
MATTINGLY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. MarTIiNGcLY] is recog-
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes.

Mr. MATTINGLY. Thank you, Mr.
President.

STABILITY IN THE TAX CODE

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President,
today I am introducing legislation de-
signed to ensure stability in the Tax
Code for individual American taxpay-
ers, and for everyone in the private
sector. This sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution calls for no changes in the soon-
to-be-introduced Tax Code for a mini-
mum of 5 years after the tax reform
bill is signed into law.

Tax reform legislation should foster
economic growth, encourage invest-
ment, create new jobs, and promote
savings. And it should encourage the
free enterprise system in our country.
One of the main barriers to this im-
portant stability has been the con-
stant and often conflicting changes
made in the tax laws by Congress.

During this coming long debate on
tax reform, and also the long debate
preceding it on whether or not to have
tax reform in America, one of the
most common complaints I heard from
taxpayers is the “uncertainty” which
has resulted from continuous congres-
sional changes in the Tax Code. These
constant changes literally halt impor-
tant planning and investment deci-
sions by individuals and businesses.
These changes stifle capital formation
by increasing the risk of a project.
They place unnecessary financial bur-
dens on people and businesses by re-
quiring the utilization of funds to an-
ticipate what may happen in the
future due to modifications of the Tax
Code. These frequent changes place
great and unnecessary burdens on
small businesses by adding to the al-
ready staggering paperwork load. And
the lack of stability created by all
these changes confuses even the most
efficient entrepreneurs in our land.

When the American people are
forced to make investment, consump-
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tion, and savings decisions in a con-
stantly changing tax environment,
economic growth is severely ham-
pered.

A reduction in tax rates, a broading
of the tax base, the removal of mil-
lions of our poorest citizens from the
tax rolls, and the closing of various
loopholes are all necessary and impor-
tant parts of tax reform. But in my
view, Mr. President, just as important
to tax reform, and just as integral a
part of tax reform, is stability—provid-
ing an atmosphere in which economic
decisions can be made without fear of
change in the Tax Code.
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In other words, the Congress should
stop tinkering with the Tax Code. In
my opinion, the only way to give tax
reform legislation a chance to succeed
in its goal of providing a tax system
that is fair, simple, equitable, and
growth-oriented is to allow its provi-
sions to remain unaltered for at least 5
years.

Once this latest tax reform legisla-
tion is signed into law, the Tax Code
should be left alone. Congress must
get out of the tax tinkering business.
The resolution that I am submitting
today will pledge our resolve to
achieve that goal. I urge all my col-
leagues to join me in this effort.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be printed in
the Recorbp at this point.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. Res. 409

Whereas previous, constant, and conflict-
ing policy changes in the tax code by the
Congress make it difficult for individuals to
properly plan for their future;

Whereas such constant and conflicting
policy changes by the Congress retard cap-
ital formation by increasing risk;

Whereas such constant and conflicting
policy changes by the Congress place undue
burdens on individuals and businesses by re-
quiring the otherwise unnecessary utiliza-
tion of financial resources in anticipation of
such changes and modifications;

Whereas the Internal Revenue Service is
drained of limited resources in trying to
adapt to such changes in the tax code, and
the ensuing problems are in turn trans-
ferred to taxpayers;

Whereas one of the greatest burdens
placed upon small businesses is the paper-
work required to comply with the tax code,
and constant changes by Congress unneces-
sarily compound this paperwork burden;

Whereas any tax reform legislation passed
by the Congress should stimulate economic
growth, encourage investment, promote cap-
ital formation, expand job opportunities,
and encourage savings; and

Whereas the American taxpayer deserves
certainty in the tax treatment of economic
decisions: Now therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the
Senate that the tax reform legislation,
when that bill is signed into law, remain un-
changed for a minimum of five years, so as
to provide stability for the American tax-
payer and the private sector.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. The assistant
legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, is is so ordered.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
PROXMIRE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. ProxMIRE] is recog-
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Chair.

“CHALLENGER"” AND CHERNO-
BYL TELL US STAR WARS IS
DOOMED

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
the last few months we have been re-
minded of how fragile, how subject to
tragic error, is our modern space and
nuclear technology. A couple of
months ago, we suffered the heart-
breaking shuttle disaster. Seven gal-
lant astronauts perished. Since then
NASA has endured a series of blowup,
blowout failures with other space vehi-
cles. Then, more recently, the Soviet
nuclear plant near Kiev went through
a meltdown with the expulsion of ra-
dioactive pollution that endangered
the life and health of Russians and
residents of other European countries.
We live with the eerie realization that
such a nuclear utility disaster could
occur whenever nuclear energy is gen-
erated.

The space and nuclear disasters
should warn us of how utterly unreal-
istic it would be for this country to
rely on a nuclear-space defense such
as the strategic defense initiative or
star wars. Star wars would have not
one or two or three components any
one of which could easily fail. It would
have literally thousands of interde-
pendent components. It would be co-
ordinated by a gigantic computer di-
rected system. What are the odds that
somewhere, sometime, somehow, such
a system that required timing to the
millisecond with literally millions of
separate calculations would go wrong?
Answer: They are overwhelming.

Mr. President, if any one scientist
could give an answer to this question
it would be David Parnas. Dr. Parnas
was so highly considered by the De-
fense Department as an expert on star
wars computer technology that SDI
paid him $1,000 a day as a consultant
on star wars. Dr. Parnas has had a
long and successful record in working
with the Defense Department. Since
Dr. Parnas is one of the outstanding
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world experts on the capacity of com-
puters, he was a natural in assisting
the administration to develop the com-
puter system necessary for coordinat-
ing and directing the Stars War Pro-
gram.

What did this renowned expert, who
was paid $1,000 a day by the strategic
defense agency, conclude about SDI's
future? After a few months, Dr.
Parnas recognized the impossibility of
developing any kind of computer oper-
ation that could conceivably succeed
in bringing together the infinitely
complex nuclear and space technology
of the strategic defense initiative. So
what did Dr. Parnas do? Here was an
expert paid the remarkable sum of
$1,000 per day for giving advice in a
specialty where he was world-re-
nowned. Dr. Parnas decided that this
kind of computer system was an im-
possibility, that it could not work. So
he spoke out in a language of surpass-
ing eloguence. He quit. He turned
down his $1,000 a day job.

Why did Dr. Parnas say nix to a job
for which he was so brilliantly quali-
fied? Why did he walk out on a job
that paid him so extraordinarily well?
Why did this top computer expert say
he would not take the taxpayer's
money? Answer: Dr. Parnas said the
strategic defense initiative would
never work.

Mr. President, one of the achieve-
ments that makes Americans proud of
our country is the remarkable number
of our scientists who have won Nobel
Prizes as the most eminent experts in
the world. I have a list of some of
these Nobel Prize winners who have
announced their opposition to star
wars. A number of these world-cele-
brated scientists who strongly oppose
SDI or star wars have special expertise
with respect to both space and nuclear
weapons. Keep in mind that each of
these experts has won the Nobel Prize
for excellence in their field. For exam-
ple, Hans Bethe, who made the princi-
pal contribution to the development of
the hydrogen bomb; Philip Anderson
of the physics department at Prince-
ton; James W. Cronin of the Enrico
Fermi Institute at the University of
Chicago; Donald Glazer, professor of
physics at the University of California
at Berkeley; Tsung-Dao Lee of the de-
partment of physics, Columbia Univer-
sity; E.M. Purcell, Lyman Laboratory
of Physics at Harvard University;
James Rainwater, professor of physics
at Columbia University; Steve Wein-
berg, department of physics at the
University of Texas; and Kenneth
Wilson of the Laboratory of Nuclear
Studies at Cornell University.

Mr. President, there is no Member of
Congress who can begin to have the
understanding of the technological
problems involved in space-based de-
fense against nuclear weapons of the
kind these scientists have. Again and




May 19, 1986

again, these experts tell us that SDI
cannot work. It will not protect the
American people against nuclear
attack. They contend that it will, in
fact, increase the risk of nuclear war.
They argue that it will stimulate a
dangerous competition in offensive nu-
clear arms. They call for superpower
negotiations to achieve arms control
agreements as the far better alterna-
tive.

Finally, Mr. President, here we have
the most complex technology that
mankind has ever attempted to
achieve, We have just been heart-
breakingly reminded of the fallibility
of far simpler nuclear and space tech-
nology. The Challenger disaster and
the Chernobyl meltdown are still vivid
in our minds. Some experts tell us that
SDI will cost the taxpayers of this
country a trillion dollars or more. We
know we can never test it under any-
thing approaching realistic conditions.
Does anyone really believe that star
wars can work and work perfectly the
first time it is ever challenged? This is
what it will have to do. Here is one
Senator who will tell you the answer
is: “No way."”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a list of the Nobel Prize-win-
ning American scientists who oppose
the star wars operations be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the list
was ordered to be printed in the

RECORD, as follows:

Philip W. Anderson, Physics Department,
Princeton University; Nobel Laureate.

C.B. Anfinsen, Department of Biology,
Johns Hopkins University; Nobel Laureate.

Kenneth J. Arrow, Joan Kenney Professor
of Economics, Stanford University; Nobel
Laureate.

Julius Axelrod, National Institute of
Mental Health; Nobel Laureate.

Robert F. Bacher, Professor of Physics
Emeritus, California Institute of Technolo-
gy, formerly, Head, Experimental Physics
Division, Los Alamos Laboratory.

Kenneth T. Bainbridge, G.V. Leverett
Professor of Physics, Emeritus, Harvard
University.

David Baltimore, Director, Whitehead In-
stitute for Biomedical Research; Nobel Lau-
reate.

John Bardeen, Department of Physics,
University of Illinois; Nobel Laureate.

Gordon A. Baym, Department of Physies,
University of Illinois.

Baruj Benacerraf, Department of Patholo-
gy, Harvard Medical School, Nobel Laure-
ate.

Paul Berg, Wilson Professor of Biochemis-
try, Stanford University School of Medicine;
Nobel Laureate.

Hans A. Bethe, Newman Laboratory for
Nuclear Studies, Cornell University; Nobel
Laureate.

Konad E. Bloch, Department of Chemis-
try, Harvard University; Nobel Laureate.

Norris Edwin Bradbury, formerly, Direc-
tor, Los Alamos Science Laboratory,; winner,
Enrico Fermi Award.

E. Margaret Burbidge, Director, Center
for Astrophysics and Space Sciences, Uni-
versity of California at San Diego.
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Joseph W. Chamberlain, Department of
Space Physics and Astronomy, Rice Univer-
sity.

Owen Chamberlain, Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory, University of California at
Berkeley; Nobel Laureate,

Subrahmanyan Chandrasekhar, Laborato-
ry for Astrophysics and Space Research;
Nobel Laureate.

Mildred Cohn, Benjamin Rush Professor
of Physiological Chemistry, University of
Pennsylvania.

Peter S. Conti, Chairman and Professor,
Astrophysics, Planetary & Atmospheric Sci-
ences, University of Colorado.

AM, Cormack, Department of Physics,
Tufts University,; Nobel Laureate.
Emest D. Courant, Senior
Brookhaven National Laboratory.

Andre Cournand, Columbia University
College of Physicians; Nobel Laureate.

Albert V. Crewe, Physical Sciences Divi-
sion, Enrico Fermi Institute, University of
Chicago.

James W. Cronin, Enrico Fermi Institute,
University of Chicago; Nobel Laureate.

Margaret B. Davis, Professor of Ecology,
University of Minnesota.

Frank D. Drake, Dean of Natural Sci-
ences, University of California at Santa
Cruz.

Sidney D. Drell, Stanford Linear Accelera-
tor Center, Stanford University.

Lee Alvin DuBridge, President Emeritus,
California Institute of Technology; former-
ly, Presidential Science Advisor.

George A. Dulk, Professor, Astrophysical,
Planetary, & Atmospheric Sciences, Univer-
sity of Colorado.

Walter M. Elsasser, Department of Earth
and Planetary Sciences, Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity.

John F. Enders, University Professor of
Bacteriology and Immunology Emeritus,
Harvard Medical School; Nobel Laureate.

Katherine Esau, Professor of Botany
Emeritus, University of California at Santa
Barbara.

Bernard T. Feld, Professor of Physics,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Herman Feshbach, Department of Phys-
ics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Val L. Fitch, Joseph Henry Laboratories,
Princeton University; Nobel Laureate.

Marshall Fixman, Departments of Chem-
istry and Physics, Colorado State Universi-
ty.

Paul Flory, Professor of Chemistry, Stan-
ford University; Nobel Laureate.

William A. Fowler, Institute Professor of
Physics Emeritus, W.K. Kellogg Radiation
Laboratory, California Institute of Technol-
ogy; Nobel Laureate.

Hans Frauenfelder, Department of Phys-
ies, University of Illinois.

Jerome I. Friedman, Chairman and Pro-
fessor, Department of Physics, Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology.

Charlotte Friend, Center for Experimen-
tal Cell Biology, City University of New
York.

D. Carleton Gajdusek, National Institutes
of Health; Nobel Laureate.

Richard L. Garwin, IBM Fellow and Sci-
ence Advisor to Director of Research, T.J.
Watson Research Center, IBM Corporation.

Donald A. Glaser, Professor of Physics
and Molecular Biology, University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley; Nobel Laureate.

Sheldon Lee Glashow, Professor of Phys-
ics, Lyman Laboratory, Harvard University;
Nobel Laureate.

Physicist,
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Thomas Gold, Professor, Center for Ra-
diophysics and Space Research, Cornell
University.

Leo Goldberg, Kitt Peak National Observ-
atory.

Gertrude S. Goldhaber, Department of
Physics, Brookhaven National Laboratory.

Maurice Goldhaber, AUI Distinguished
Scientist, Department of Physics, Brookha-
ven National Laboratory.

Leo A. Goodman, C.L. Hutchinson Distin-
guished Service Professor, Department of
Statisties, University of Chicago.

George W. Greenlees, Professor of Phys-
ics, University of Minnesota.

George S. Hammond, Director, Laborato-
ry for Energy and Chemical Process Re-
search, Allied Chemical Corporation.

Bernhard Haurwitz, Department of At-
mospheric Science, Colorado State Universi-
ty.
David 8. Heeschen, National Radio As-
tronomy Observatory.

Victor E. Henrich, Professor of Applied
Physics, Yale University.

Gerhard P. Hochschild, Professor, Depart-
ment of Mathematics, University of Califor-
nia at Berkeley.

Wassily Hoeffding, Department of Statis-
tics, University of North Carolina.

Ronald Hoffman, Department of Chemis-
try, Cornell University; Nobel Laureate.

Robert Hofstadter, Department of Phys-
ics, Varian Lab of Physics, Stanford Univer-
sity; Nobel Laureate.

Robert W. Holley, Salk Institute for Bio-
logical Studies; Nobel Laureate.

Dorothy M. Horstmann, Senior Research
S{:lientist. Yale University School of Medi-
cine.

M. King Hubbert, Professor of Geology
aind Geophysics Emeritus, Stanford Univer-
sity.

David H. Hubel, Department of Neurobio-
logy, Harvard Medical School; Nobel Laure-
ate.

Charles Huggins, Ben May Laboratory for
Cancer Research, University of Chicago;
Nobel Laureate.

John R. Huizenga, Tracy H. Harris, Pro-
fessor of Chemistry and Physics, University
of Rochester.

Donald M. Hunten, Professor of Planetary
Sciences, Lunar and Planetary Laboratory,
University of Arizona.

Robert T. Jones, Senior Research Associ-
ate, NASA Ames Research Center.

Leo P. Kadanoff, Professor of Physics,
James Franck Institute and Enrico Fermi
Institute, University of Chicago.

H. Gobind Khorana, Department of Biol-
ogy and Chemistry, Massachusetts Institute
of Technology; Nobel Laureate.

Walter Kohn, Former Director and
Professor, Institute for Theoretical Physics,
University of California at Santa Barbara.

Arthur Komberg, Department of Bio-
chemistry, Stanford University Medical
School; Nobel Laureate.

Willlam L. Kraushaar, Department of
Physics, University of Wisconsin.

Polykarp Kusch, Eugene McDermott Pro-
fessor of Physics, University of Texas,
Dallas; Nobel Laureate.

Tsung-Dao Lee, Department of Physics,
Columbia University; Nobel Laureate.

Wassily Leontief, Institute for Economic
Analysis, New York University, Nobel Lau-
reate.

Luna B. Leopold, Department of Geology
and Geophysies, University of California at
Berkeley.

Fritz Lipmann, Professor of Biochemistry,
Rockefeller University; Nobel Laureate,
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William N. Lipscomb, Department of
Chemistry, Harvard University; Nobel Lau-
reate.

Francis E. Low, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.

Salvador E. Luria, Institute Professor of
Biology, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology; Nobel Laureate,

Willem J. Luyten, Space Science Center,
University of Minnesota.

J. Ross Macdonald, William Rand Kenan,
Jr. Professor of Physies, Department of
Physics and Astronomy, University of North
Carolina.

Robert E. Marshak, University Distin-
guished Professor, Physics Department, Vir-
ginia Polytechnic Institute.

Barbara McClintock, Cold Spring Harbor
Laboratory; Nobel Laureate.

Edwin M. McMillan, Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory, University of California at
Berkeley; Nobel Laureate.

Dimitri M. Mihalas, Senior Scientist, High
Altitude Observatory, National Center for
Atmospheric Research.

Phillip Morrison, Institute Professor of
Physics, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology.

Norman F. Ness, Laboratory for Extrater-
restrial Physics, NASA.

Elizabeth F. Neyfeld, Department of Bio-
logical Chemistry, University of California
at Los Angeles School of Medicine.

Edward P. Ney, School of Physics and As-
tronomy, University of Minnesota.

Alfred O. C. Nier, School of Physics and
Astronomy, University of Minnesota.

Severo Ochos, Distinguished Member,
Roche Institute of Molecular Biology, Nobel
Laureate.

George E, Palade, Section of Cell Biology,
Yale University School of Medicine; Nobel
Laureate.

Mary-Lou Pardue, Biology Department,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Linis Pauling formerly Chair, Division of
Chemistry and Chemical Engineering, Cali-
fornia Institute of Technology; Nobel Lau-
reate for both Chemistry and Peace David
Pines, Department of Physics, University of
Illinois.

George W. Preston III, Mount Wilson and
Las Campanas Observatories, Carnegie In-
stitution of Washington.

E. M. Purcell, Lyman Laboratory of Phys-
ics, Harvard University; Nobel Laureate.

L. James Rainwater, Professor of Physics,
Columbia University; Nobel Laureate.

Norman F. Ramsey, Higgins Professor of
Physics, Harvard University; formerly,
Head, Delivery Group, Los Alamos Labora-
tory, and first Science Advisor to NATO.

Helen M. Ranney, Chair, Department of
Medicine, University of California at San
Diego.

Sarah Ratner, Member Emeritus, Depart-
ment of Biochemistry, Pubic Health Insti-
tute of the City of New York.

Richard J. Reed, Professor, Department
of Atmospheric Sciences, University of
Washington.

Roger Revelle, Professor of Science and
Public Policy, Program in Science, Technol-
ogy & Public Affairs, University of Califor-
nia at San Diego.

Julia Robinson, Professor of Mathematics,
University of California at Berkeley.

Vera C. Rubin, Professor of Terrestrial
Magnetism, Carnegie Institute.

Elizabeth S. Russell, Senior Staff Scien-
tist, Jackson Laboratory.

Albert S. Sabin, Emeritus Distinguished
Service Professor, University of Cinicinnati
College of Medicine; developer of oral polio
vaccine.
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Robert G. Sachs, Professor of Physics,
Enrico Fermi Institute and Department of
Physics, University of Chicago.

Carl Sagan, Duncan Professor of Astrono-
my, Cornell University; author, “Cosmos".

Ruth Sager, Chief, Division of Cancer Ge-
netics, Dana-Farber Cancer Institute,

Arthur L. Schawlow, J.G. Jackson & C.J.
Wood Professor, Department of Physics,
Stanford University, Nobel Laureate.

Glenn T. Seaborg, Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory, University of California at
Berkeley; Nobel Laureate.

Emilio Segre, Department of Physics, Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley.

Herbert A. Simon, Professor of Computer
Science and Psychology, Carnegie-Mellon
University; Nobel Laureate.

Maxine F. Singer, Chief, Laboratory of
Biochemistry, National Cancer Institute,
National Institutes of Health.

B.F. Skinner, Professor of Psychology
Emeritus, Harvard University; author,
“Walden Two".

Cyril Stanley Smith, Institute Professor
of Metallurgy Emeritus, Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology; formerly, Associate
Division Leader for Metallurgy, Los Alamos
Laboratory, Presidential Science Advisor.

Albert Szent-Gyorgyi, Director of Re-
search, Woods Hole Marine Biological Labo-
ratory; Nobel Laureate.

Henry Taube, Department of Chemistry,
Stanford University; Nobel Laureate.

Lewis Thomas, President Emeritus, Me-
morial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center;
author, “Lives of the Cell,” “Medusa and
the Snail".

James Tobin, Department of Economics,
Yale University; Nobel Laureate.

J.A. Van Allen, Professor of Physics, Uni-
versity of Iowa.

George Wald, Biological Laboratories,
Harvard University; Nobel Laureate.

J.D. Watson, Director, Cold Spring
Harbor Laboratory; Nobel Laureate.

Steven Weinberg, Department of Physics,
University of Texas; Nobel Laureate.

Jerome B. Wiesner, formerly, President,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology;
Chairman, Technology Assessment Advisory
Council of the U.S. Congress; Staff Director,
U.S. Delegation to the Geneva Conference
for the Prevention of Surprise Attack; Presi-
dential Science Advisor.

Kenneth G. Wilson, Laboratory of Nucle-
ar Studies, Cornell University, Nobel Laure-
ate,

Robert R. Wilson, Newman Laboratory,
Department of Physics, Cornell University.

Robert W. Wilson, Head, Radio Physics
Research Department, Bell Laboratories;
Nobel Laureate.

Evelyn M. Witkin, Barbara McClintock
Professor of Genetics, Waksman Institute
of Microbiology, Rutgers University.

This list includes few of the better-known
signatories to the Appeal. The full list in-
cludes fifty-four Nobel Laureates, a majori-
ty of the National Academy of Sciences, and
many other members of the scientific com-
munity.

MYTH OF THE DAY., THE
NUMBER OF CHILDREN BORN
TO TEENAGERS IS RISING

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
myth of the day is that the number of
children born to teenagers is growing
by leaps and bounds.

While there is no question that teen-
age pregnancy is a serious problem
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and raises serious challenges for Fed-
eral, State, and local public policy—
not to mention the serious risks it pre-
sents for the young mother—it is im-
portant to realize that births to teen-
agers represent a declining proportion
of all births in this country.

That's right, a declining proportion.
And that drop holds true even when
you take into account the fact that
there are fewer teenagers today than
just a few years ago.

Here is a chart that shows that the
percentage of babies born to teenagers
dropped from 19 percent to 14 percent
over the T years from 1975 to 1982.
Meanwhile, the percentage born to
mothers over 30 had increased from 17
percent up to 22 percent.

As you can see, Mr. President, all
births to teenagers dropped consist-
ently and dramatically since 1975. In
that year, teenage mothers accounted
for 19 percent in 1975. Today, teen-
agers account for fewer than 14 per-
cent of all births.

By contrast, the percentage of births
for women over 30 has risen just as
consistently and significantly. In 1975,
women over 30 accounted for fewer
than 17 percent of all births. By 1978
the two curves—teenage mothers and
mothers over 30—crossed and mothers
over 30 now account for over 22 per-
cent of all births in this country.

Mr. President, there-is no question
that teenage pregnancy remains an
important issue for Federal, State, and
local policymakers and I am not at-
tempting to minimize it in the least.
But we must keep the problem in its
proper perspective and there has
indeed been progress in reducing
births to teenagers.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business not to extend
beyond the hour of 1 p.m., with state-
ments therein limited to 5 minutes
each.

HEALTH RESEARCH FUNDS

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, This
past month, both the Senate and
House of Representatives passed their
own versions of the fiscal year 1987
budget resolution. Passage by both
Chambers is only the first step in en-
acting a 1987 budget. As a member of
both the Senate Appropriations and
Budget Committees, I am involved in
every step of this process.

It is through the Appropriations
Committee, and in particular, my
membership on the Labor, Health,
Human Services, and Education Sub-
committee, that I often learn of the
numerous accomplishments continual-
ly occurring in biomedical research. I
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have had the privilege of sitting on

this subcommittee with its most distin-

guished chairman, the senior Senator
from Connecticut, LoweLL P. WEICKER.

Senator WEICKER's tireless efforts as
chairman of the subcommittee have
enabled millions to pursue higher edu-
cation and countless others to reap
the benefits that emerge daily from
countless laboratories and hospitals
across our Nation.

Through the leadership of Senator
WEICKER, the Senate passed a budget
resolution that will allow the National
Insititutes of Health, our major arm
for biomedical research, to continue
making further breakthroughs in such
dreaded diseases as AIDS, cancer,
heart disease, alzheimers, cystic fibro-
sis, and countless others.

Two weeks ago, Senator WEICKER
spoke before a special academic convo-
cation of the Albert Einstein College
of Medicine. His remarks eloquently il-
lustrate both the necessity and urgen-
cy for increasing health research
funds. I strongly urge my colleagues to
read both our distinguished col-
league’s address and to remember his
remarks the next time our Nation’s
health care budget is debated on the
Senate floor.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRbD, as follows:

REMARKS OF SENATOR LOWELL WEICKER, JR.,
BEFORE A SPECIAL ACADEMIC CONVOCATION
OF ALBERT EINSTEIN COLLEGE OF MEDICINE
First, let me congratulate Dr. Peter Davies

and his colleagues for their recent research
breakthrough relative to diagnosing Alzhei-
mer’s disease. As a layman, I've often won-
dered what it must be like that moment in
the laboratory when a piece of the puzzle
fits for a change. I wonder if you can hear
in your mind’s ear the expressions of hope
that your work brings to the lips of millions
of people—starting in this instance with the
nearly two million Americans who suffer
with Alzheimer’s.

Believe me, they are out there and they
and their families, their friends, indeed, the
people of the world—cheer the reports of
your work.

I wish I had those kinds of days at the
office. By reputation, our two kinds of work
are very different. For your profession,
there is, for example, the words of Hippoc-
rates, who said, “Wherever the art of medi-
cine is loved, there also is love of human-
ity.”

For my profession, there are unfortunate-
ly, too often words like those of Will
Rogers, who said, “The country has come to
feel the same when Congress is in session as
when the baby gets hold of a hammer.”

But in fact, in the United States, the
worlds of politics and health have never ex-
isted apart. A nation that expected of its po-
litical leaders preeminence in defending the
rights of man expected no less when it came
to overcoming human illness with the fruits
of science. The scourge of deadly disease in
this nation did not so much afflict our
people as stir a giant of purpose within
them. It was this marriage of interests that
built the greatest engine of scientific accom-
plishment the world has ever known, the
United States, acting largely through the
National Institutes of Health. And with this
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partnership of government and science, the
nation faced polio, measles, rubella, dipth-
eria, scarlet fever and more. Each in turn
was silenced.

The historian Will Durant has said, “The
health of nations is more important than
the wealth of nations.” He was saying no
more than is said a hundred times a day in
personal conversations. “If you've got your
health, you've got everything.” But what is
said personnally is not being contemporane-
ously stated as national policy.

The statistics of medicine and budgets
belie the importance each of us puts on
health.

Each year, 855,000 Americans are diag-
nosed as having cancer and about half will
die from the disease.

100,000 Americans will die this year as a
result of allergic and infectious diseases.

Thousands of infants die each year in this
country as a result of Respiratory Distress
Syndrome.

300 million people worldwide are afflicted
with Malaria and each year one million will
die of the disease.

15 million Americans suffer from chronic
lung disease.

60 million Americans suffer from heart
disease.

3.5 million Americans are disabled by
stroke or other injuries to the nervous
system.

In the budget, the nation's domestic
needs, led by health care, have lost badly in
the past five years. A chart of federal spend-
ing includes the categories of defense, inter-
est on the national debt, entitlement pro-
grams and non-defense discretionary pro-
grams. A 1980 version of that chart would
show that this latter category received 25
percent of the budget. The 1985 share for
that category was 17 percent.

Since one percent of the budget is ap-
proximately nine billion dollars, this eight
percent decline means the federal share for
these programs has dropped some 72 billion
dollars below the distribution levels of 1980.
More federal dollars are spent on the de-
fense research and development budget in
15 months than the total spent on biomedi-
cal research since the establishment of the
NIH in 1937.

Again this year as in every year, the Ap-
propriations Subcommitiee on Health and
Human Services heard from dozens of
health professionals and private citizens
urging a renewed federal commitment to
health research and medical services.

The dry statistics of disease and dollars
came to us in the moving voices of those for
whom a partnership with federal health re-
search is not luxury, but life,

We learn of research into brittle bone dis-
ease from twelve-year-old Congie, whose
bones can shatter without warning, without
movement, at any time,

Dystrophic epidermolysis bullosa comes to
us in the person of six-year-old Ray, who
was born with no skin on his face and suf-
fers with the pain of skin grafts and the
constant fear of contracting an infection.

A doctor and father whose child suffers
from Batten's disease tells us of this deadly
neurological disorder which is probably the
most common type of neurogenetic storage
disease in children. It usually manifests
itself in previously normal children between
the ages of four and eight and may leave
children totally disabled, perhaps dead in
their late teens or twenties.

Those of us who sit there day after day
sometimes feel the stories should be enough
to spark a tireless search for cures. There is
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the individual agony of 1.8 million Alzhei-
mer's victims, gradually robbed of their
memory, their ability to function, and final-
ly, their lives. There are the newborn who
will never testify to anything other than
being part of an inexcusable statistic that
ranks this most prosperous of nations seven-
teenth in infant mortality worldwide.

Year after year in the appropriations
process of the federal government, we fill
the well of compassion with stories of hurt-
ing and dying. And we assume by the depth
of this well that it can satisfy what surely
must be a hardened political establishment
that continually fails to properly fund
health research efforts.

We sit in our living rooms night after
night tuned into the separate profiles in
courage of the diseased and their families.
In the last month alone, the programs have
included one about Father Damien, who
worked with the lepers of Molokai, one
about Alex Deford, who lost her battle with
cystic fibrosis and a drama concerning a
young man's battle with AIDS.

Each night before these programs aired as
entertainment, the nightly news, brought us
disaster of a different sort. A nuclear acci-
dent in the Soviet Union, actions and reac-
tions to terrorism, the loss of a space shut-
tle.

And toward the end of each item of news,
there follows a vow from political leaders
and others involved that the tragedy will be
treated with a renewed resolve, a redoubling
of effort. The legacy of disaster in this
nation is almost always a commitment to
overcoming rather than walking away from
the problem.

But disease is somehow successfully por-
trayed as nothing more than individual
dramas of persistence. Mark Twain said we
can easily learn to endure adversity as long
as it is another man's. And if that other
man, or woman, or child is faced with Cystie
Fibrosis, Arthritis, Alzheimer's disease, Leu-
kemia, AIDS or Juvenile Diabetes, the aver-
age American feels he can offer little more
than sympathy.

I am here to suggest that the time for
quiet sympathy in this partnership of medi-
cine and government is over. The progress
in scientific accomplishment that we have
marveled at for 30 years in this nation must
now be matched by progress in public
policy. For so long, we have fueled the
engine of scientific progress on compassion
alone. And so when it came time to pay for
the deficit, compassion was sacrificed to pay
the bill. When it came time to pay for na-
tional defense, again we drew from this well
of compassion to pick up the check.

Now the well is nearly dry. The fact that
we hold a consensus to fund emergency re-
search into AIDS, can’'t mask the fact that
we are in danger of losing the political con-
sensus upon which progress in health re-
search depends. And this danger comes
from the failure of the health and science
community to understand the rough and
tumble yet very telling world of dollars and
cents, where the support of the American
people is won by those who have the guts to
make their case.

Approximately 38 billion dollars a year is
spent on the direct care of Alzheimer’s pa-
tients and the indirect costs to the family in
lost workdays. Yet only 50 million dollars is
spent on research into the disease. We know
the incidence of Alzheimer’s increases with
age and so we know with certainty that the
cost to society can only increase without
adequate research. Thirty percent of people
in their 80's have the disease. Between now
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and the years 2000, the size of the popula-
tion group aged 55 and older is expected to
increase by 19 percent, those 65 and over
will increase 27 percent; and the number 75
and older will increase by over 50 percent. It
is projected that by the next century nine
million people will be victims of Alzheimer's
disease, In the face of this certainty, what is
our response as a nation? A continued push
to reduce support of the National Institute
of Aging, the lack of any sort of support for
training of health professionals in the field
of geriatrics, and the elimination of clinical
trials.

Forty thousand low-weight babies are
born in the U.S. each year. Fifty percent of
these cases could be prevented by additional
research and proper prenatal care. This
would cost us 26 million dollars a year.
Without it, each year, we are spending 2.4
billion dollars. In fact, the key federal ef-
forts designed to stop these deaths has actu-
ally declined by five percent since 1983.

Since 1982 vaccine prices have risen by a
whopping 500 percent, but appropriations
for the nation’s childhood immunization
program have not kept pace. As a result, the
number of children to whom we can provide
vaccines has dropped by two thirds. Cur-
rently less than half of all black preschool
children are immunized against the scour-
ages of our history books like diptheria, per-
tussis, tetanus and polio.

Under the president’s budget, the Nation-
al Institutes of Health budget stood 400 mil-
lion dollars below the fiscal year 1986 level.

A cut of this magnitude meant 48 of 57 ap-
proved clinical trials would not be funded.
These trials are the final test of the promis-
ing research investments made years ago.
Now, there is a very real possibility the NIH
will not be able to prove out new vaccines
and new treatments for multiple sclerosis
and Parkinson’'s disease, or glaucoma, for
controlling epileptic seizures, for enhancing
bone marrow transplants.

Bad enough we refuse to fund old knowl-
edge that works as in the case of childhood
immunization. But to close the door on im-
minent scientific discovery as in the case of
clinical trials is know-nothing budgeteering
at its worst.

There's no point in shaking a fist at some-
one else. The decline in public support is
not the fault of the president or the far
right or the Pentagon or any combination of
other people. It's us. The budget is the most
unerring, unemotional reflection of us as
can be found in the entire democratic proc-
ess,
Remember in the 1960s, during the strug-
gle for civil rights in this nation how many
of us in the Northeast said that civil rights
legislation in Congress was being blocked by
a few filibustering southern senators. Well,
history has taught us it had very little to do
with a few southern senators. The prejudice
of the South was the prejudice of the East,
West and North. And when the conscience
of the nation was pricked by Dr. King, civil
rights legislation rolled through the United
States Senate and no combination of forces
could stop it. When the nation wanted civil
rights it got civil rights.

So it will be when the life of each Ameri-
can is as important as the death of a specu-
lative enemy; when the enhancement of life
joins survival in the definition of national
security. Then, education and science will
roll through the Congress.

Make no mistake. What we want, we will
have to pay for. We can't fill that well of
compassion with the leavings of high mili-
tary spending and low taxes. What I'm talk-
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ing about is a fight; a battle that appeals
both to the common humanity of Americans
and their common sense.

No group is as well equipped to lead this
fight as the men and women of medical sci-
ence. You have the vision and optimism
that brought you to this place of learning in
the first instance. You have a piece of paper
that attests to your skills.

Now, when it comes to the priorities of
this nation, what is needed is your anger not
your academics, your activism not your an-
tipathy. Better than any, you in this room
know the coinage of suffering that will be
required as substitute for the lack of dollars
spent on medical research.

You owe as much of a no to that as to all
the forms of death and disease you'll con-
front in a lifetime.

A moment ago, I spoke of the television
drama concerning the life of Alex Deford.
Frank Deford, the writer, spoke to my sub-
committee about the dramatic break-
throughs in molecular genetics in develop-
ing treatment for Cystic Fibrosis. A system-
atic approach is now possible for the gene
that causes CF, the most common fatal ge-
netic disease in the United States.

The breakthrough came too late for Alex-
andra Deford, who died of the disease in her
father's arms on a Saturday afternoon in
January of 1980 at the age of eight. Frank
Deford’s message to us is a message we
should repeat and repeat again to the Amer-
ican people.

“Qur time is now,” he said. “As much as I
wanted to say those words when my child
was alive, I honestly couldn't. Now I can.
Our time is now.”

Thank you.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

0 1400

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENS). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further morning business? If
there is not further morning business,
morning business is closed.

FEDERAL FIRE PREVENTION
AND CONTROL ACT AUTHORI-
ZATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 2180, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2180) to authorize appropria-
tions for activities under the Federal Fire
Prevention and Control Act of 1974.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the bill.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, at the
time at which this bill was last under
consideration on Thursday, there was
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a considerable collogquy involving
myself and the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky, among others, on the
possibility of a second-degree amend-
ment on the subject of scrambling of
television signals as an amendment to
one which I am about to propose ex-
tending the opening date of daylight
saving time to the first Monday in
April. There has been considerable dis-
cussion on that subject since that
point. I am now prepared to offer the
daylight saving time amendment and I
wonder whether the Senator from
Kentucky has any requests he would
like to make before that amendment is
offered.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Washington
is absolutely right. Last Thursday,
when we adjourned, we were in a
lengthy discussion as it related to an
amendment in the second degree as it
related to the scrambling of television
signals. At that time, we were asking
for a hearing, otherwise we were in-
sistent on submitting our amendment
in the second degree. There has been a
great deal of work done by the distin-
guished Senator from Washington and
others over the weekend.

It is now my understanding that the
chairman of the Commerce, Science,
and Transportation Committee, Sena-
tor DanrorTH, and Senator GORTON
now are willing to offer a time certain
as it relates to a hearing on this par-
ticular question and I am amenable to
that. If the distinguished Senator
from Washington will put into the
Recorp the time or the week, I believe
it is the week of July 14, in which a
hearing on scrambling will be held, I
would be perfectly willing then to
withhold my amendment as it relates
to the scrambling in the second degree
to his daylight saving time amend-
ment.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Kentucky is correct
about those discussions and negotia-
tions. I should add, however, that the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Communications is the distinguished
Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD-
WATER]. Senator GOLDWATER has gra-
ciously acceded to our request that the
subcommittee hold a hearing on the
subject of the scrambling of television
signals on the 15th, 16th, or 17th of
July and that this Senator from Wash-
ington, who is a member of that sub-
committee, will in fact chair that
meeting. Assuming that that under-
taking, that such a hearing would be
held on one of those three dates, is ap-
proved by the Senator from Kentucky,
we will simply go forward and debate
the subject of daylight saving time.

0 1410

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, that it is
perfectly agreeable with me that the
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hearings be held either the 15th, 16th,
or 17th of July.

Upon the assurance of the Senator
from Washington, I have no further
interest in introducing the amendment
as it relates to scrambling.

AMENDMENT NO. 1967
(Purpose: To add provisions regarding
daylight saving time)

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I have
sent an amendment to the desk, and I
ask it be considered immediately.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
GoORTON] proposes an amendment numbered
1967.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:

Skec. 2. (a) The Congress finds—

(1) that various studies of governmental
and nongovernmental agencies indicate that
daylight saving time over an expanded
period would produce a significant energy
savings in electrical power consumption;

(2) that daylight saving time may yield
energy savings in other areas besides electri-
cal power consumption;

(3) that daylight saving time over an ex-
panded period could serve as an incentive
for further energy conservation by individ-
uals, companies, and the various govern-
mental entities at all levels of government,
and that such energy conservation efforts
could lead to greatly expanded energy sav-
ings; and

(4) that the use of daylight saving time
over an expanded period could have other
beneficial effects on the public interest, in-
cluding the reduction of crime, improved
traffic safety, more daylight outdoor play-
time for the children and youth of our
Nation, greater utilization of parks and
recreation areas, expanded economic oppor-
tunity through extension of daylight hours
to peak shopping hours and through exten-
sion of domestic office hours to periods of
greater overlap with the European Econom-
ic Community.

(b) Section 3(a) of the Uniform Time Act
of 1966 (15 U.S.C. 260a(a)) is amended by
striking “last Sunday of April” and inserting
in lieu thereof “first Sunday of April”.

(c) Any law in effect on the date of the en-
actment of this Act—

(1) adopted pursuant to section 3(a)(2) of
the Uniform Time Act of 1966 by a State
with parts thereof in more than one time
zone, or

(2) adopted pursuant to section 3(a)X1) of
such Act by a State that lies entirely within
one time zone,
shall be held and considered to remain in
effect as the exercise by that State of the
exemption permitted by such Act unless
that State, by law, provides that such ex-
emption shall not apply.

(d)1) Notwithstanding any other law or
any regulation issued under any such law,
the Federal Communications Commission
shall, consistent with any existing treaty or
other agreement, make such adjustment by
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general rules, or by interim action pending
such general rules, with respect to hours of
operation of daytime standard amplitude
modulation broadcast stations, as may be
consistent with the public interest, includ-
ing the public’s interest in receiving inter-
ference-free service.

(2) Such general rules, or interim action,
may include variances with respect to oper-
ating power and other technical operating
characteristics.

(3) Subsequent to the adoption of such
general rules, they may be varied with re-
spect to particular stations and areas be-
cause of the exigencies in each case.

(e) This section shall take effect 60 days
after the date of enactment of this Act,
except that if such effective date occurs in
any calendar year after March 1, this sec-
tion shall take effect on the first day of the
following calendar year.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
purpose of this amendment is to
extend the annual observance of day-
light savings time.

Under current law, daylight saving
time begins each year on the last
Sunday of April and ends on the last
Sunday of October. My amendment
would change the starting date to the
first Sunday of April. This represents
a 3-week extension, or 4 weeks in years
when April has five Sundays.

The purpose of daylight saving time
is to make the hours of daylight coin-
cide with the hours of the day in
which people are awake and active.
Under daylight saving time, sunrise
and sunset each occur an hour later
than under standard time. I am pro-
posing to begin daylight saving time in
early April because, under current law,
April has the earliest sunrises of the
year, and I believe that most Ameri-
cans would rather have an hour of
daylight in the early evening than in
the early morning.

Mr. President,

in April
under standard time in Washington,
DC, ranged from 5:17 to 5:53 a.m.;
most of us slept through the early

sunrises

hours of daylight. Sunsets under
standard time in April ranged from
6:31 to 6:55 p.m.; many of us commut-
ed home in darkness. If this amend-
ment is adopted, daylight saving time
would have begun on April 6 and the
hours of daylight in April would have
corresponded much more closely with
our lifestyles than under standard
time. Sunrises and sunsets in April
under daylight saving time would be
equivalent to those in early August
through mid-September, and even the
opponents of my amendment support
daylight saving time during the period
of the year.

We do not have to imagine the ef-
fects of extended daylight saving time,
because the Congress did extend day-
light saving time temporarily during
the energy crisis of the 1970's. The De-
partment of Transportation estimates
that energy savings equivalent to
100,000 barrels of oil per day resulted
from extended daylight saving time,
and studies have shown that the trans-
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fer of an hour of daylight to the end
of the day enhanced traffic safety and
reduced violent crime. The Depart-
ment supports a 2-month extension of
daylight saving time.

Many industries also stand to bene-
fit from extended daylight saving
time, including nurserymen, conven-
ience stores, the barbecue industry,
the travel and tourism industry, and
sporting goods manufacturers. Ex-
tended daylight saving time would in-
crease revenues and employment in
these industries, and would generate
significant tax revenues at no cost to
the Federal Government.

The House of Representatives has
passed a bill, H.R. 2095, which would
begin daylight saving time on the first
Sunday of April, as my amendment
proposes, and would also extend day-
light saving time 1 week into Novem-
ber. I have not included the November
extension in my amendment because I
am sensitive to the concerns of the op-
ponents of this amendment that day-
light saving time in November would
create sunrises sufficiently late to be
detrimental to many Americans. I do
not believe that these concerns apply
to April, which, as I mentioned, has
the earliest sunrises of the year under
the present system.

Mr. President, I believe that this
amendment balances the interests and
concerns on both sides of this issue
and I urge my colleagues to support
the amendment.

I should also like to say, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the distinguished Senator
from Maine, Mr. MITCHELL, is a co-
sponsor and has been a prime sponsor
of the bills on this subject during all
of the Congresses during which I have
served, and is very strongly supportive
of the amendment—support which I
appreciate.

DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I
support the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Washington [Sena-
tor Gorton], and my colleagues from
Maine [Mr. MiTcHELL and Mr. CoHEN],
California [Mr. WiLsonN and Mr. CRAN-
sToN], Rhode Island [Mr. PeELL and
Mr. CHAFEE], Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA],
and Minnesota [Mr. BoscHWITZ].

The Congress has a difficult task in
trying to determine the optimal period
for daylight saving time because many
regions and individuals are affected
differently by daylight saving time.
Indeed, many people have urged us to
adopt year-round daylight saving time
while many others would prefer no
daylight saving time at all.

The principal concern which under-
lies opposition to this amendment is
that daylight saving causes sunrises to
be an hour later than under standard
time. Many Senators are concerned
that these later sunrises will endanger
rural schoolchildren on the roads in
early morning darkness and will cause
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farmers, who work by the Sun, to lose
an hour of early morning daylight in
which to perform chores.

I share these concerns for school-
children and farmers. I have not sup-
ported previous proposals to extend
daylight saving time because late sun-
rises would be detrimental to the in-
terests of Missouri. However, this
amendment would not result in sun-
rises later than at many other times of
the year. As Senator GORTON has
pointed out, the amendment applies to
a period in April which has the earli-
est sunrises of the year. I endorse this
amendment as a compromise, which
does not create sunrises as late as
those in many months of both day-
light and standard time, and which
does provide the advantages of an
extra hour of daylight in the April
evenings.

Mr. President, I would like to discuss
the origins of the objections to this
amendment. Many of the objections
stem from our experience with ex-
tended daylight saving time in the
1970’s, when, in order to conserve
energy, the Congress called for year-
round observance of daylight saving
time. This law created problems in the
winter months, when the sunrises are
already late under standard time.
Many of us associate today's proposal
with observance of daylight saving
time in the winter. In reality, there is
no comparison. In my hometown of St.
Louis, sunrise under daylight saving
time on January 15 would occur, and
did in 1974, at 8:17 a.m. Clearly, this
created problems for schoolchildren,
farmers, and many Missourians. Sun-
rise on April 15 under this amend-
ment, however, would occur at 6:25
am.

I hope that my colleagues will re-
member, when they hear arguments
about the detriments of daylight
saving time, that many of the criti-
cisms are aimed at January, while the
amendment is aimed at April.

Another common reason for oppos-
ing extended daylight saving time is
the thought that we should not
tamper with time. We hear objections
to changing natural time, or “God’'s
time”, as it is often called. I am certain
that my colleagues understand that
the calculation of time itself is not
natural but man-made, and that the
Uniform Time Act of 1966, which cre-
ated our current 6-month daylight
saving time period, was certainly not
an act of God. The natural elements
are the sunrise and sunset, which I
can assure my colleagues will not be
changed by this amendment.

Mr. President, the potential benefits
of and public support for this proposal
are clear. Extended daylight saving
time would save energy, enhance traf-
fic safety, reduce violent crime, and
create substantial business for many
industries. The general public sup-
ports extended daylight saving time by
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a margin greater than 2 to 1, and the
administration supports a 2-month ex-
tension of daylight saving time. I will
not dwell upon these points because 1
do not believe that they are disputed
by opponents of the amendment.

Instead, I would like to discuss the
concerns of farmers. The American
Farm Bureau Federation believes that
daylight saving time should be ob-
served only from Memorial Day to
Labor Day—a period of just more than
3 months. I would like to point out
that most sunrises in April under day-
light saving time would be as early as
sunrises during this 3-month period.
Sunrise on April 26, which was this
yvear's earliest sunrise, would be the
same as sunrise on August 10 under
daylight saving time. Therefore, this
amendment will not adversely affect
farmers.

I urge my colleagues who are skepti-
cal about extending daylight saving
time, as I was, to examine the effects
of daylight saving time in April, as I
have. I believe that you will find no
reason to oppose this amendment, and
every reason to support it.

Mr. MITCHELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator GorToN in co-
sponsoring this amendment to extend
daylight saving time in a manner that
will offer numerous benefits to the
Nation.

It represents a safe, straightforward,
positive way of increased energy sav-
ings, decreased traffic fatalities, re-
duced violent crime, enhance the lives
of persons who suffer from night
blindness, and add to the hours that
Americans can spend outdoors. Few
proposals submitted to the Senate
offer such clearcut gains and enjoy
such broad support as this measure.

I want to emphasize what Senator
GorTON has said—that this amend-
ment represents a compromise. Other
daylight saving time extension bills
have sought to expand the Nation's
observance of daylight saving time by
as much as 8 weeks. On October 22 of
last year, the House of Representa-
tives passed H.R. 2095 to extend it by
4 weeks. I am an original cosponsor of
S. 1433 which was identical to the
House bill. However, in the interest of
compromise this amendment proposes
an extension of 3 weeks.

The original bill would have ex-
tended daylight saving time by 4
weeks beginning its observance the
first Sunday in April rather than the
last Sunday in April as it is under cur-
rent law, and ending it on the first
Sunday in November rather than the
last Sunday in October, as is the case
under current law.

This compromise amendment drops
off the week-long extension from the
last Sunday in October to the first

the
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Sunday in November., That fall exten-
sion was intended to promote child
safety through an additional hour of
daylight in the early evening on Hal-
loween. However, October also is a
month when sunrise comes later each
morning, and we are willing to accom-
modate that concern by this compro-
mise.

We have ensured that sunrise times
under the extended system of daylight
saving time will occur no later than
sunrise times presently occurring in
the fall under the current system.

Sunrises in April will occur no later
than sunrises which we already experi-
ence in the fall each year under the
existing system.

Daylight saving time was first used
in World Wars I and II as a way to
conserve energy. The Uniform Time
Act of 1966 formally implemented na-
tional daylight saving time in its
present 6-month period. As a response
to the 1973 oil crisis, Congress enacted
the Emergency Daylight Saving Time
Energy Conservation Act extending it
to 10 months in 1974, and 8 months in
1975.

Daylight saving time is intimately
tied to the United States desire for
energy conservation and energy inde-
pendence. Indeed, it is an idea with
roots in the era of America’s Declara-
tion of Independence.

One of the first proponents of day-
light saving time was Benjamin Frank-
lin, who awoke one morning in Paris in
1784 to a room filed with sunlight. He
realized that many Parisians spent
sunlit hours sleeping, and later burned
candles while awake at night. Franklin
later wrote:

It is impossible that a wise people would
have made use of unhealthy and expensive
candlelight if they had known as I have just
learned that they can have for nothing the
beautiful and pure light of the sun.

Franklin proposed to encourage, al-
though fortunately not seriously, the
use of sunlight rather than candles
through a tax on window shutters, the
rationing of candles, and the firing of
cannons in the streets at sunrise to
awake citizens and make them open
their eyes to their true interests.
Nonetheless, the essence of Franklin’s
idea remains true today. Over 200
years later, it is no longer simply can-
dlelight which is wasted.

In 1975 the Department of Trans-
portation study on the impact of the
1974 daylight saving time extension es-
timated that the equivalent of 100,000
barrels of oil was saved each day.
Under the compromise amendment,
more than 2 million barrels of oil
could be saved each year.

The U.S. energy situation has
changed since 1975. Fuel prices are the
primary factor in controlling fuel use,
and the price of oil has dramatically
fallen in recent months. But we live in
an uncertain world. Iran and Iraqg are
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at war along the Persian Gulf. Ameri-
can bombs have fallen on Tripoli and
Benghazi in Libya. Tensions and ter-
rorism still flare in the Middle East,
and lines of commerce are always frag-
ile.

The need for energy conservation—
and vigilance—is undiminished. DST is
one small means of conservation, with
large benefits, and at absolutely no fi-
nancial cost to the Federal Govern-
ment or the American consumer.

As Benjamin Franklin advised, we
must open our eyes to our true inter-
ests.

The argument for an extension of
daylight saving time becomes even
more compelling when one considers
benefits of increased traffic safety and
violent crime reductions.

The 1975 Department of Transporta-
tion study showed a 0.7-percent reduc-
tion in traffic fatalities in March and
April 1974, under extended daylight
saving time, compared to comparable
months that same year under stand-
ard time. This estimate was, I under-
stand, a conservative calculation, and
Department analysts believed the
actual reduction to be more on the
order of between 1.5 and 2 percent.

Second, according to the National
Crime Survey of the Departments of
Justice and Commerce, the most seri-
ous forms of crime occur in the
evening or at night, rather than the
early morning hours. Criminals prefer
to operate under cover of darkness. In-
creased daylight in the critical hours
when many Americans are coming
home from work can act as an impor-
tant deterrent to crime.

I am aware of fears that expanded
daylight saving time would increase
early-morning traffic accidents, espe-
cially involving school children, and
inconvenience our Nation's farmers.
Maine is a rural State, where many
earn their living by agriculture, and
the majority of school children are
bused to school. I am therefore ex-
tremely sensitive to these concerns.
However, after close study of these ar-
guments, I believe they are without
foundation.

There is little proof that a month's
extension of daylight saving time ad-
versely affects American agriculture.
The 1975 Department of Transporta-
tion study stated flatly:

DST does not affect agricultural activities
or production. In general, agricultural ac-
tivities are insensitive to *clock time,” and
farmers and ranchers (as well as most other
groups in agriculture) are not vitally con-
cerned with what type of time system is
used, Farmer’s activities are determined by
seasonal factors and are principally geared
to the hours of sunlight, and these patterns
pertain irrespective of clock setting.

The safety of schoolchildren similar-
ly is not adversely affected. The De-
partment’s 1975 study also concluded
that for the January to April 1974
daylight saving time period:
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School-age children were not subject to
greater involvement in fatal accidents than
the general population at any period of the
day.

A 1976 National Bureau of Stand-
ards study of school-age children fa-
talities also found no increase in morn-
ing fatalities during the March and
April daylight saving time period.

A Department of Transportation
analysis of daylight saving time be-
tween 1979 and 1981 additionally con-
cluded that “there appears to be no
basis for claims that DST transitions
caused increases in schoolchildren
morning fatalities.”

I wish to reiterate to my Senate col-
leagues that this amendment also is a
compromise. Daylight saving time
would begin the first Sunday in
April—rather than the last Sunday in
April under the current system, or in
March, as other bills have proposed.

Sunrise times in the spring would
occur no later than the times present-
ly occurring in the fall under the ex-
isting system. Farmers and schoolchil-
dren would not be subjected to early
morning conditions any different from
those that they already live under.

Older school-age children coming
home in the evening, particularly if
they have participated in school sports
or other extracurricular activities,
stand to benefit from the extra hour
of daylight.

In 1976, the Senate approved an ex-
tension of DST by a vote of 70 to 23,
but the measure died in the House in
the final hours of that Congress.

In 1981, the House of Representa-
tives approved a DST extension, but
no action occurred in the Senate.

During this current Congress, the
House of Representatives has again
passed a DST extension. The measure
enjoys broad popular support, and the
decision now rests with the Senate.

Americans are looking to us to final-
ly write into law a proposal which is
emminently practical and reasonable.
Like the hands of time itself, Congress
may sometimes move slowly. But I
submit to you—with no pun intended—
that the time finally has come in this
Congress, to enact an extension of
daylight saving time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further debate on the amend-
ment?

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, would the
Chair advise who controls the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is no controlled time.

Mr. FORD. Who are the floor man-
agers?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
floor manager of the majority is the
Senator from Washington. The Chair
is not advised as to the minority man-
ager,

The Senator from Kentucky.
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Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the pro-
posal by the plaintiffs in this particu-
lar case, the Senator from Washington
and the Senator from Maine, pre-
sented such a weak case for the exten-
sion of daylight saving time I doubt se-
riously that the defense should put on
any witnesses but just leave the judg-
ment to the jury. But in all fairness, I
must represent my people and repre-
sent the hundreds and hundreds of
people who have contacted my office
in opposition to any extension of day-
light saving time.

You always put your best foot for-
ward in this type of situation. I was
amused that the distinguished Senator
from Maine, as he elaborated all the
times the House had passed daylight
saving time, failed to enumerate the
number of times the House had de-
feated the extension of daylight
saving time.

So, Mr. President, I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from Washington and
the distinguished Senator from Maine
which would extend daylight saving
time another 3 weeks.

In preparing for this debate, I ran
across several quotes I would like to
share with my colleagues.

Many people have questioned why I
am so interested in not extending day-
light saving time for another month or
another 3 weeks, and why it is such an
emotional issue in my State.

A State senator in the Kentucky
General Assembly ranks daylight
saving time as “one of the three most
emotional issues of my service in the
Kentucky General Assembly.”

He also adds:

Time is more important to people than
the budget. They don't care how much we
spend, apparently; they just want to know
what time we are going to spend it on.

I recently heard from a Kentucky
mother who found it just as hard to
get a child to go to bed while it was
daylight as it is to get a child to wake
up while it is still dark.

Any Kentucky mother who has sent
a first grader out to catch a bus on a
dark, misty April morning takes a dim
view about the importance of electrici-
ty that might be saved on the east and
west coasts and the number of after-
work tennis games that might be
played here in Washington, DC.

Before the Commerce Committee
hearings, I heard from a constituent in
Louisville. I have all of these letters to
back up my quotes, and if anyone
wants to see them, I am delighted to
let them have them, or might even
submit them for the Recorp, if anyone
thinks it is necessary.

I quote from this constituent. He
says.

I am tired of having to spend half of my
day in the dark just so some soft executive
can have a barbeque when he gets home in
November.
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Another recent letter from Louis-
ville:

Don't tell me it saves lives and energy. 1
have lived in this world too long to swallow
that.

Mr. President, throughout the con-
sideration of this issue, I have always
thought that only those individuals in
the westernmost portion of a time
zone opposed extending daylight
saving time. I received a letter recent-
ly, however, from Sacramento, CA,
which stated:

The pro-daylight-saving-time faction por-
trays the anti-daylight-saving-time crowd as
either a special interest group such as farm-
ers or religious extremists who don’'t want
‘God's Time' tampered with. This is hardly
the case. I have no desire to get up in the
dark so candy manufacturers can make
money off of Halloween sales.

I realize that the amendment of the
Senator from Washington only ex-
tends daylight saving time during the
month of April, but these letters were
written before his amendment was
published in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp. I am very concerned that if
this amendment passes the Senate—
and this is a real concern of mine—the
conferees will agree to the House-
passed daylight saving time bill, which
provides for 3 weeks in the spring and
1 week in the fall.

What we pass here, in the Senate,
could well be the final package. On
the other hand, it may not be, because
the House has a different piece of leg-
islation, the Senate has a different
piece of legislation. That bill goes to
conference and the conferees will then
send back to the Senate what could be
a very different piece of legislation.

Mr. President, the principle of day-
light saving time is very simple:
During part of the year, the sun rises
before most people do. If a clock is ad-
vanced, sunrise by the clock will be
later as sunset will be later. This clock
shift does not increase the amount of
daylight but it, so-called saves day-
light. It reduces the number of day-
light hours when people are asleep
and adds the hours when they are
awake in the evening. Kentucky's di-
lemma derives in part from its loca-
tion. Half of the State is in the eastern
time zone and on the western edge of
the eastern time zone. Dawn comes in
the home State of the distinguished
Senator from Maine on the Atlantic
coast, which is in the same time zone,
a lot earlier than it does on the west-
ern edge of Ohio and the eastern part
of Kentucky and in our major metro-
politan area.

I was very interested in the findings
in the proposed amendment. Let me
tell my colleagues what this amend-
ment says that Congress will find and
what they approve if this amendment
is passed. As I say, I think it is very in-
teresting.
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This amendment says: “The Con-
gress finds: First, that various studies
of governmental and nongovernmental
agencies indicate that daylight saving
time over an expanded period would
produce a significant energy savings in
electrical power consumption.”

I shall debate that item just a little
bit later and prove that it is not really
true. A significant energy saving—I
think whoever drafted this particular
amendment was carried away with his
verbiage.

Second, “that daylight saving time
over an expanded period could serve as
an incentive for further energy conser-
vation by individuals, companies, and
the various governmental entities at
all levels of government, and that such
energy conservation efforts could lead
to greatly expanded energy savings.”

When you go to work in the dark,
you have to turn a light on and when
it is cool in the morning, you have to
have the heat up. I shall debate that a
little bit later.

Third, this amendment says that
Congress finds “that the use of day-
light saving time over an expanded
period"—what is an expanded period?
Is it just 3 weeks this year or is it 3
weeks next year and next year and
next year? Is that the expanded time
this amendment is talking about?

It says, “the use of daylight saving
time over an expanded period could
have other beneficial effects on the
public interest, including the reduc-
tion of crime, improved traffic safety,
more daylight outdoor playtime for
the children and youth of our Nation,
greater utilization of parks and recrea-
tion areas, expanded economic oppor-
tunities through the extension of day-
light hours to peak shopping hours
and through extension of domestic
office hours to periods of greater over-
lap with the European Economic Com-
munity.”

That means they are saying that you
can stay at work a lot longer; you do
not have to go home. I suggest that
the effects of the benefits of extended
daylight saving time are exceedingly
small and therefore hard to assess.

I want to make this one very impor-
tant point: That the effect of daylight
saving time is basically regional. It
does not benefit the total country.

Mr. President, there is no hard evi-
dence to convince Kentuckians or
those citizens residing on western
edges of a time zone that more day-
light saving time will save energy, pre-
vent traffic accidents, deter crime, or
virtually any of the wondrous things
that are claimed by the advocates of
the extended daylight saving time.

There are particular hardships on
areas in the westernmost fringe of a
time zone. For example, the eastern
half of Kentucky and much of the
State of Ohio are in the westernmost
part of the eastern time zone, so sun-
rises occur as much as an hour and 15
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minutes later than in the cities on the
Atlantic coast. So we are actually
robbed. This affects every aspect of
life—the way business is conducted,
schools are run, personal families. All
of these things are affected by the
Sun rising an hour earlier on the At-
lantic coast than on the western edge
of the eastern time zone. You play
that against each of the western edges
of every time zone.

Let us look at the facts that have
been presented in this particular
amendment or what they propose. The
National Bureau of Standards found
no conclusive evidence of a daylight
saving time affect on the saving of
electrical energy. We have been hear-
ing an awful lot about how much
energy is going to be saved, but the
National Bureau of Standards found
no conclusive evidence that daylight
saving time will have a great affect on
the saving of electrical energy. In fact,
it may cost more on the western edge
of a time zone because the light has to
go on an hour earlier and the heat will
have to be turned on an hour earlier
than normal in the dark.

The Department of Transportation
report identified a seven-tenths of a
percent reduction in traffic fatalities
with extended daylight saving time.
The Department of Transportation
later expanded the benefits to a reduc-
tion in fatalities of 1 to 2 percent. The
National Bureau of Standards criti-
cized the Department of Transporta-
tion for using raw NHTSA data and
found no conclusive evidence for a
daylight saving time-related decrease
in fatalities.

Mr. President, it just does not seem
right to this Senator that you can
stand up and beat your chest and say
s0 many wondrous things are going to
happen because you extend daylight
saving time 3 weeks in April. We had
so much snow this year in April, the
schools were closed, ball games were
called off. You could not go to the
parks. In fact, you could not drive
your car from home to work, the snow
was so deep in many parts of this east-
ern time zone during the first 3 weeks
of April.

The Department of Transportation
did not take into account that at the
time they were measuring traffic fa-
talities, the country was experiencing
a gas shortage.
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Think about that. That was not even
factored in. You have not heard about
that in this grand and glorious amend-
ment to do all things for all people by
extending daylight saving time 3 more
weeks.

The President and Congress were
recommending responses to the short-
age. Think about that. Gas rationing
was a way of life at the time these
facts were taken. The price of gasoline
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had doubled at the time these facts
were taken. Citizens found other
means of transportation since gasoline
was so limited, and the Congress at
that time enacted the 55-mile-an-hour
speed limit.

Now, that is why lives were saved.
That is why gasoline comsumption
was reduced. That is why traffic acci-
dents and fatalities were reduced.

If there was any reduction in traffic
fatalities during the extended daylight
saving time period, I am certain some
of these factors were the cause and
not daylight saving time.

The Department of Transportation,
however, has admitted in testimony
before the House of Representatives
that they did not take any of these
factors into account in determining
that there would be reduced traffic fa-
talities under extended daylight saving
time.

Now, let me repeat that. Let me
repeat that because we are hearing a
lot about this Department of Trans-
portation study and how great it will
be if we extend daylight saving time 3
more weeks.

The Department of Transportation
has admitted in testimony before the
House of Representatives that they
did not take any of these factors,
being gasoline shortage, doubling of
prices, looking for other means of
transportation, and reducing the speed
limit to 55 miles an hour, into account
in determining that there would be re-
duced traffic fatalities under daylight
saving time.

Now, I think those factors play a
greater part than trying to extend
daylight saving time by 3 weeks or a
month or whatever.

There is one special interest group in
this argument I would like to mention
and that is the group of children. We
have spent a lot of time lately in this
Congress and especially in the media
on improving education, the plight of
missing children, and the need to pro-
tect children from all kinds of behav-
ior. Children have a stake in this ex-
tended daylight saving time argument.
Although the issue of the coalition to
extend daylight saving time is purely
economic, as I read in Fortune maga-
zine several months ago, the children’s
issue is purely emotional, purely emo-
tional. The coalition's position is
purely economic, and they dismiss the
plight of our children as purely emo-
tional.

Well, Mr. President, parents in Ken-
tucky do not believe the issue is emo-
tional. Adding an hour of sunlight at
the end of the day subtracts one at
the beginning of the day and leaves
many school-bound children in the
dark. Great concern has been ex-
pressed about schoolchildren having
to start for school before sunrise in
many parts of this country. Advocates
of extended daylight saving time say
the problem can be alleviated by post-
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poning the time of day when school
begins so that children would not have
to travel to school in the darkness.
That is an easy way of saying it, just
start school an hour later so they can
go to school in the same daylight as
you had before you extended daylight
saving time.

Now, we have that in testimony
before the Commerce Committee.
During the 1974-75 year-round day-
light saving time experiment, 44 per-
cent of the Nation's school districts
shifted the beginning of time of school
because of the safety factor—safety
factor for children, and we had day-
light saving time during the same
period that is being advocated under
this amendment.

Families with schoolchildren will be
operating on two time schedules, one
for the school and the other one for
their employer. When both parents
work, which is the case in many homes
now due to economic factors, small
children will be left at home unattend-
ed until the bus runs. In Kentucky,
the beginning times for schools vary,
but there are a considerable number
of children picked up at 6 to 6:15 a.m.,
and that is a record from the Ken-
tucky Association of School Adminis-
trators.

Now, Mr. President, this is an ex-
treme problem in areas where there is
great distance in a consolidated school
district, where there is court-ordered
busing and where there is one school
of a district for handicapped students.
Think about that. One school in a dis-
trict for handicapped students, and
they have to get on the bus at 6 to 6:15
a.m., in the dark.

The handicapped students are most
likely the first bus run. Then the
buses return for another run later in
the morning. The sponsor of the
House version of extended daylight
saving time made a point that sunrises
in April under extended daylight
saving time would be earlier than sun-
rises in December, January, and Feb-
ruary. Isn't that a wonderful procla-
mation. The sponsor suggested that
there would be 22 weeks in the school
year more dangerous than April 1. My
response is why make it any worse? In
effect, by adopting this amendment,
you will make 26 weeks dangerous in
the school year rather than 22. The
importance of the safety of children is
at issue and far exceeds any economic
consideration in the extension of day-
light saving time debate.

During the hearings on extending
daylight saving time held by the Com-
merce Committee, I was told by one of
my colleagues that Kentucky should
start schools later to relieve the safety
concern. I raised the issue of working
parents on a different schedule, and I
was told to start the factories 1 hour
later.

Mr. President, it was almost hard to
believe what I was hearing. If it both-
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ered the schoolchildren, start school
an hour later. If the children were left
home by themselves to wait for the
bus, just open the factories 1 hour
later, so we would be right back where
we started and we ought to leave it
alone.

I believe you have to look at this
issue in terms of the entire country. If
the westernmost areas of a time zone
have to make such sacrifices, is ex-
tended daylight saving time good for
the entire country?
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I have also been told by the daylight
saving time coalition that the simple
answer to Kentucky's problem is to
move the entire State into the central
time zone. I also believe that this is
too great a sacrifice for my citizens to
make in order for the coalition to sell
more of their products. One of the
greatest benefits Kentucky and other
States in the region have in attracting
industry is that we are on the same
time as Wall Street and the financial
world. One should not underestimate
the business interest of remaining on
the same time as the financial world,
particularly New York.

In essence, extended daylight saving
time would establish a new entitle-
ment system for energy usage. The in-
creased use of energy in mid-America
would neutralize the saving of energy
on the coasts. Daylight comes over an
hour later in Louisville than on the
east coast so consumption of energy
would be actually increased as people
get up earlier, go to work earlier, and
turn on their lights and heat earlier.
The President of a large utility in
Kentucky has indicated that in his
judgment extended daylight saving
time would mean an additional use of
gas and electricity in the mornings
without an offset saving in the
evening.

Savings in energy, although predict-
ed to be 100,000 barrels of oil per day
by the Department of Transportation
study, are difficult to isolate from sea-
sonal variations, rate for crude, and
fuel availability., The benefits of
energy savings are for the coastal
States at the expense of the Midwest-
ern States

Now, Mr. President, a new entity
comes into the opposition to the ex-
tension of daylight saving time. The
National Association of Broadcasters
has written in opposition to the exten-
sion of daylight saving time. The Na-
tional Association of Broadcasters’
concern is the effect the amendment
would have on daytime-only AM
broadcast stations. There are 2,450
daylight AM stations in the United
States. The impact would be the worst
for the approximately 450 daylight
stations not holding a presunrise au-
thorization known as PSA.
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The monthly sign-on time for a day-
time station is based on the time of
the local sunrise rounded off to the
nearest 15-minute interval. The au-
thorization is expressed in nonad-
vanced standard time which, in effect,
is local time for the 6-month period in
which daylight saving time is not ob-
served. During the expanded period in
this amendment, the sign-on time for
daytime stations not holding a PSA
would be delayed 1 hour. Most day-
time only stations would suffer a fi-
nancial loss due to the loss of an hour
of drive time.

How much economic benefit has
been lost by these small radio sta-
tions? No one has brought that into
being here. No one has talked about
those small radio stations that strug-
gle for a living. Yet this extension of
daylight saving time would cost them
dearly.

Most daytime only stations would
suffer a tremendous financial loss due
to that loss of 1 hour in drive time.
The morning drive time is the period
according to the FCC, Federal Com-
munications Commission, in which sta-
tions earn a substantial bulk of their
advertising revenues. Four hundred
and fifty stations are going to lose an
hour of drive time, and that is that
bulk of their advertising revenues. So
that is another financial loss to be im-
posed upon citizens, and it is now a
fact of life that the National Broad-
casting Association is very much op-
posed to this amendment.

The amendment of the Senator from
Washington contains a provision to
allow the Federal Communications
Commission to make adjustments by
rule. This is very technical and the
question is what adjustments will be
made? What adjustments will be
made? It will certainly disrupt the cur-
rent balancing between full-time and
daytime-only AM stations.

As proved by the recent snowstorms
in the Rocky Mountains, even in April
schools may close due to weather con-
ditions. Most of the radio stations—
think about this now—giving this in-
formation are daytime-only stations.
What would happen? They would not
be there and would not be allowed to
be on to give that information because
of this amendment.

Since the news media has chosen to
give me complete credit for opposing
extending daylight saving time, I have
heard from citizens all over the coun-
try. These citizens are firmly opposed
to this extending daylight saving time
and many come from areas that, due
to geographical location, should most
likely support sunshine in the evening.
These citizens do not have a public re-
lations firm to lobby on their behalf;
they do not have a financial interest in
the matter nor are they interested in
whether some businesses will sell more
of their products. They have written
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to me and hopefully to their Senators

in opposition to this amendment.
From South Pittsburg, TN, Mrs.

Marie Daniel wrote me and stated:

I want you to know I sure do appreciate
you keeping that bill from extending day-
light saving time to 2 more hours. I wish
they would leave the time on standard time.
The real working people don't have time to
play like these men who want more hours of
light.

Phillip A. Lomax of Pensacola, FL,
wrote:

I want to thank you for opposing the use-
less Daylight Saving Time extension. My ex-
perience with saving time has been as a
parent of young children. It was more diffi-
cult getting them in from play for a family
meal together with adequate time left for
homework. I also found it more difficult get-
ting up as early as I needed for a good start
on the day. I think the proposal is counter-
productive and its passage would only lead
to a request for another extension later.

Helga Larson from Bement, IL, in-
formed me:

I read in the paper that you were against
extending daylight saving time. That is
fine—so am I. It would suit a lot of us fine
to do away with it completely.

From Columbus, Obhio,
wrote:

You are admired! And by a Republican at
that! Will you please keep that ten year
effort to lengthen our daylight hours bot-
tled up another decade or two? Has just one
of those daylight saving backers ever tried
putting a 4-year-old, a seven-year-old or a
ten-year-old to bed at 9:00 in the daylight? 1
doubt it! Have they ever looked at these
same kids in school the next day? These
same kids have to get up at the same time
having gone to bed an hour or two later.
Being a school parent, now you try teaching
them! They are just plain tired. I believe
with all my heart that this daylight saving
time is just one more wedge driven into the
family circle. With so many parents work-
ing, we don't need more ways to split our
times together. Indeed, it is God's time. We
need to use it wisely. Our children are
watching.

Van Statham from Tyler, TX, wrote
me to explain:

I appreciate your stand on the daylight
saving time thing. Would think there are so
many other important things that need
handling, that these guys would not be
trying to help the sporting goods companies.
Let's leave God's things alone.

(Mr. COCHRAN assumed
Chair.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on April
7, 1986, I received a letter from Violet
Clausen of Stapleton, NE.

It was with great delight that I read an ar-
ticle in my daily paper today that thanks to
you, those who would enforce their ridicu-
lous daylight saving time for another month
of use, were thwarted in their efforts.

From Youngstown, OH, Mrs. Evelyn
Carver wrote:

Thank you very much for your efforts
about daylight saving time. I don't like it
and I don't need it. It should start on May
31 and end September 1, or do away with it
completely. We have enough pressures on
our shoulders without chasing the clock all
day long.

a citizen

the
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On April 7, Mrs. Verna Palmer of
Moss Point, MS, sent a letter which
stated:

I appreciate your stand on daylight saving
time. I think it is silly for grown men to
waste their time and taxpayers' money with
nothing better to do than change the time
for the sun to rise and set. I am an 81-year-
old widow and I have seen many sunrises
and sunsets in my lifetime. I believe in and
respect God's handiwork.

That was Mrs. Verna Palmer of
Moss Point, MS.

In this area, Bruce M. Benton con-
tacted me from Gaithersburg, MD:

Please accept my sincere thanks for your
successful efforts which have saved us from
additional months of daylight saving time.
We have more than enough of that already.
Fast time becomes more attractive with in-
creasing latitude, which is why only the
northern states are agitating for it. With
each additional degree of latitude, summer
days are a little longer. At the North Pole,
one can enjoy 24 hours of sunshine during
mid-summer; but in our southern states,
fast time forces too many people, including
schoolchildren, to begin their active day in
total darkness. Any further change in the
national schedule should go in the opposite
direction, to limit the period to a maximum
of three months. Perhaps, as an alternative,
we should rearrange the time zones to make
horizontal, as well as vertical divisions.
Then the northern states could choose to
set their clocks ahead permanently, as Indi-
ana and Michigan have already done, with-
out forcing unpleasantness on the remain-
der of the nation.

Ada McCain of Danville, VA, recent-
ly wrote:

All power to you in prolonging the chang-
ing of our time. We people of the USA
should have a say so0 in changing the time
and if we did, there would not be any
changes made . . . Many times I have seen
small children leave home in the dark to
stand at some specific place to wait for the
bus. This is enough to vote to leave the
changing of time alone.

From Rock Rapids, IA, Darlene
McMaster informed me:

Thank you very, very much for holding
back daylight saving time. Natural biologi-
cal rhythms are thrown off. The sun in the
morning makes it easier to get up, safer to
drive to work on the highway. Soon, with
DST, it will be dark again when I get up at 6
a.m. How is it that Representative Markey
gets to sleep so late that the sun bothers
him? He must work a short day.

I just want to make a short state-
ment here. I have a lot more to go and
I even have some letters from your
State, I say to the Senator, and I am
going to quote those, too. There are
many in your State that are very
much opposed to this, and I am refer-
ring to the distinguished Senator from
Washington.

But Representative MARKEY sent a
letter out the other day indicating
that the Cubs and the Pirates, I be-
lieve, were locked in an 8-to-8 tie at
Wrigley Field and they had to call the
game in early April because of dark-
ness. He thought that with extended
daylight saving time they could have
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played the rest of the ball game,
maybe.

But he forgot to tell us that Wrigley
Field is the only field in the American
or National League that does not have
lights so they could continue to play.
And he forgot to tell Congress to man-
date that the Cubs have better pitch-
ing so they could reduce the hits of
the Pirates or we forgot to mandate
that the Pirates get more hits so they
could beat the Cubs. That is how silly
this daylight saving time is becoming.

Mr. President, I have letter after
letter, and recommendation after rec-
ommendation, and I have some letters,
as I said, both from the distinguished
Senator's State of Washington and
probably I could find one if I dig a
little deeper from Maine and some of
these other strong advocates of day-
light saving time, from those who had
to spread the sand and the salt in
early April in the dark, and if it had
been daylight saving time even worse,
as we had the blizzards and the snow
and the children could not go to
school.

So for now, Mr. President, I yield
the floor to the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska who would like to have
a few moments.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have
been listening with great interest to
the excellent presentation by my
friend and colleague from Kentucky. I
think he has said most of the things
that need to be said in this area. But I
want to add my voice of support to the
Senator from Kentucky in opposition
to the further extension of daylight
saving time.

In this regard—and to digress for
just a moment, Mr. President—I would
like to thank my colleagues for the
agreement that I understood had been
entered into that I have been strongly
in support of, and that is to not bring
up an amendment at this time with
regard to scrambling of cable televi-
sion signals until we can have an op-
portunity to have a hearing on that in
the Commerce Committee, on which
the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington, the Senator from Kentucky,
and I serve. I have some serious reser-
vations about how fast we move on
this, but move we must.

I think here is a place where the
Federal Communications Commission
has not gotten into the act when I
think they should be to resolve this
problem that is a major concern to
those who do not have the availability
of cable television. I hope good people
working together can come up with a
solution to this matter that is going to
cause an awful lot of difficulty in the
future but can be solved, I think, with
relative ease by some joint discussion.
I hope that our hearings in the Com-
merce Committee will bring that
about.

Getting back to the matter at hand,
I agree with the comments that have
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been made by the Senator from Ken-
tucky. I want to emphasize the fact
that the effect that this could have,
might have, and I think will have, the
adverse effect on children, should be
the primary concern and the real
reason why we should turn this down.

What I am saying, Mr. President, is
why in the world can we not leave well
enough alone? I think the public at
large believes that we pass far too
many bills or amendments here and in
the House of Representatives and that
we have at the present time a relative-
ly good and relatively well-accepted
daylight saving time period in the
United States.

Yes, there have always been those
who want to shorten the daylight
saving time period. That comes up
from time to time. I have not endorsed
that effort, by telling those propo-
nents to shorten the daylight saving
time, “Leave well enough alone.” And
I would say to the proponents of the
amendment, “Please leave well enough
alone.” And if and when we come to a
vote on this matter, I hope that the
U.S. Senate, as a whole, will say,
“Enough is enough.” Let us not stir up
unneeded controversy.
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Let us leave the law as it is now,
which right or wrong—and I happen
to think it is right, and it has been ac-
cepted by the vast majority of the
people in the United States. I suspect,
though, that the very thought of
having a few extra minutes to do what
one wants to do in the evening might
unfortunately persuade this body to
approve the amendment. I would
simply say to them that they should
look at the other side of this issue
rather than saying, “Well, I think it is
good for me,"” or “I think this is prob-
ably good for certain industries.”

I have, Mr. President, a letter from
the American Farm Bureau. I think
the Senator well knows that I will not
dwell on it with no keen disappoint-
ment by my friend from Washington, I
am sure, and my friend from Maine. I
will not dwell on the opposition of ag-
riculture in general to the future
broadening of the legal hours for day-
light. saving time for all of the reasons
that are well known, I think, here, and
it would serve very little purpose to go
into that in any detail.

So the Farm Bureau is opposed to
this from the traditional standpoint of
agriculture. But agriculture, as has
been well demonstrated time and time
again, is such an insignificantly small
percentage of the people in United
States today that probably their feel-
ings will not receive the attention that
they should. So I am taking a little bit
different tack on this at this time.

I want to quote not from a letter in
its entirety, but from one paragraph
of this letter that has to do with chil-
dren. This letter, Mr. President, is
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from the American Farm Bureau, and
it is signed by Mr. Dean Kleckner, the
president, dated May 7. It is addressed
to me.

And I ask unanimous consent at this
time to have the letter printed in its
entirety at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. EXON. President Kleckner says,

The Farm Bureau is concerned about
lengthening the daylight saving time period
for the following reasons.

I am going to talk primarily about
the No. 1 reason that Senator Forp
has already touched on in some detail
in his previous remarks. But I am
quoting from his letter.

Parents are concerned about their chil-
dren waiting for a bus or walking to school
in the dark. Even though the Department
of Transportation has a 1976 study to show
that there would be no increase in accidents
if daylight saving time were extended, no
amount of studies can alleviate the concern
of parents. With the increased reports about
crimes against children and the obvious fact
that drivers cannot see as well in the dark,
rural people—

Rural people, Mr. President—
do not accept those results.

Mr. President, I am not saying that
for the mass and the greatest amount
of schoolchildren that extending day-
light saving time by a month would
have a significant adverse effect. But,
Mr. President, I am saying that it will
have a significantly adverse effect for
the rural schoolchildren. Their needs,
their education, and their safety
should be considered along side of the
masses of population centers in the
United States.

Mr. President, it is not uncommon in
certain rural sections of these United
States—yes, indeed, in Nebraska—that
some schoolchildren in large geo-
graphical areas that represent school
districts travel 2 to 3 hours on a bus to
get to school and back.

That means, Mr. President, that
when you have to get up traditionally
before dark, you are getting up in 1
more hour of darkness to start that
long trip to school each and every day.
I am wondering how many Members
of the U.S. Senate would be voting for
this amendment if their children or
their grandchildren were the ones that
had to make the sacrifices, basically to
compensate those who want to have a
little more time to do what they want
for pleasure in the daylight hours of
the evening.

Mr. President, I hope that we can
come to some kind of an agreement
today, probably to have a vote on this
sometime tomorrow. I have not had a
chance to discuss this at length with
Senator Forp. I know requests have
been made from this side of the aisle
to put off any vote on this until to-
morrow. If we can at least have a dis-
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cussion on an issue like that, maybe
we could come to some resolution of
the issue. There may be others besides
Senator Forp and myself who have
something to say on this. And I believe
if there are others, it will work better
with their schedules when they get
back probably tonight or the first
thing in the morning.

Mr. President, I will conclude my re-
marks at this time by saying that Sen-
ator Forp has outlined most of the
reasons why there are those of us not
supporting this amendment. I hope
that our colleagues will recognize the
legitimate opposition that we have,
and overriding every other consider-
ation is the fact that I do not think it
is fair to a substantial number of the
schoolchildren in my State of Nebras-
ka, and likewise I am confident that it
is not in the best interests of the sub-
stantial number of the rural school-
children in other States of these
United States. And, therefore, when
and if it comes to a vote, I hope it is
defeated.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ExHIBiT No. 1

May 7, 1986.
Hon. J. JaMEs EXON,
U.S. Senale,
Washington, DC.

Dear SENaTOR Exon: Farm Bureau would
like to take this opportunity to comment on
the effort to extend daylight saving time.

On Thursday, May 8, there may be an at-
tempt to amend S. 2180, the Fire Prevention
Act, with a provision which would make
daylight saving time begin on the first
Sunday in April—three weeks earlier than
at present. We are very opposed to any ex-
tension of daylight saving time.

Farm Bureau policy regarding daylight
saving time states:

“Daylight saving time should be limited to
the period between Memorial Day and
Labor Day. We oppose efforts to extend the
present length of daylight saving time.”

Farm Bureau is concerned about length-
ening the daylight saving time period for
the following reasons:

1. Parents are concerned about their chil-
dren waiting for a bus or walking to school
in the dark. Even though the Department
of Transportation has a 1976 study to show
there would be no increase in accidents if
daylight saving time were extended, no
amount of studies can alleviate the concern
of parents. With the increased reports of
crimes against children and the obvious fact
that drivers cannot see as well in the dark,
rural people do not accept those results.

2. During the harvest season many farm-
ers must wait until the sun comes out and
the dew disappears before thay can begin
work in the morning. This applies especially
to the combining of small grains, soybeans
and making hay. If farmers are to continue
their church and community activities
during the evening, they must quit work
earlier by the sun, thereby losing at least
one hour of work-time each day. Surely ev-
eryone is eager for rural people to partici-
pate in community events. Farmers are
eager for this to happen, but daylight
saving time does impede this ability.

3. About 50 percent of farmers now hold
second jobs and would have less daylight in
the morning to do morning chores.
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Farm Bureau urges you to oppose the ex-
tension of daylight saving time. Thank you
for consideration of our views.

Sincerely,
DEeaN KLECKNER,
President.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I have
listened with great interest to the
thoughtful statement of my friend,
the Senator from Nebraska. And I ap-
preciate the position which he takes,
even though I disagree with it. I am
particularly taken by the offer, on his
part at least, that we should vote on
this amendment tomorrow, perhaps at
a time certain. It is the view of both
myself and the distinguished Senator
from Maine, Senator MITcHELL, that
that would be appropriate because, as
the Senator from Nebraska feels, any
others who wish to make statements
on this subject should be allowed to do
so, and there are Members on both
sides of the aisle on both sides of this
issue whose convenience would be
served by voting tomorrow. So that is
the view of this Senator and the Sena-
tor from Maine.

I strongly suspect such vote will
come about, and in fact, I would be de-
lighted if we were able to reach an
agreement to vote.

Mr. President, I have listened with
care and with great interest to the po-
sitions that are advocated by the Sena-
tors from Kentucky and Nebraska.

I doubt, Mr. President, that those
positions would have been expressed
at all differently were we debating the
first attempt to establish daylight
saving time during the course of the
summer months only, or perhaps were
we debating in the middle of the
second half of the 19th century the
proposition that the United States
should adopt four standard time
ZONes.
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Exactly the same arguments, I sus-
pect, Mr. President, that were made
then, more than 100 years ago, are
made today.

The fundamental reasons to add the
month of April to the time during
which daylight saving time is in effect
in most of the United States is one of
personal convenience.

No number of individual letters read
into the Recorp by opponents of this
extension can disguise the fact that on
every occasion, in all parts of the

country in which scientific surveys of

public opinion were taken, the vast
majority of the people of the United
States favor daylight saving time and
favor the extension of daylight saving
time.

The most recent of those which has
been brought to my attention had a
majority of almost 2 to 1 for a 2-
month extension of daylight saving
time, one which would begin early in

May 19, 1986

March and end after Halloween, in
November.

On almost every occasion the subject
has come up for debate in this body, a
heavy majority of the Members have
voted in accordance with that popular
opinion. The distinguished Senator
from Maine referred to the fact that
in 1976, when the issue last arose, the
extension of daylight saving time was
approved by a vote of some 70 to 23.
That, Mr. President was a longer ex-
tension of daylight saving time than in
the proposal which is before us here.

The reason is not pure accident. The
sponsors of this proposal have at-
tempted to meet every legitimate ob-
jection, some which they considered to
be not so legitimate, to such an exten-
sion by limiting it to April.

The date upon which daylight
saving time would begin in April pur-
suant to this amendment, in every
part of the United States of America,
has a sunrise which, under daylight
saving time, would be earlier, in most
cases considerably earlier, than the
sunrise which takes place on standard
time early in January.

I am reminded in the course of this
debate, Mr. President, of two lines
from William Shakespeare’s Romeo
and Juliet:

What's in a name? That which we call a
rose by any other name would smell as
sweet.

In both the States of Kentucky and
Nebraska, with an overwhelming oppo-
sition, it would seem from the state-
ments of their Senators, to daylight
saving time, either extended or per-
haps in the summer, we have, never-
theless, a group of people who have
chosen to go on daylight saving time
12 months of the year and to call it by
a different name.

Over 100 years ago when the United
States began a system of standard
time, four time zones were created,
and they were created with great logic.
They were centered on the 75th, 90th,
150th, and 120th lines of longitude,
and they were set so that at moderate
latitudes, high noon would be near the
exact center of daylight hours during
most of the year on those particular
lines of longitude.

Because time zones would be 1 hour
apart, would be 15 degrees of longi-
tude apart, that, of course, would pro-
vide, by pure logic, that each time
zone extend T'% degrees of longitude
east of that standard line and 7% de-
grees west.

By 1918, after 30 or so years of expe-
rience with standard time, an act of
the Congress of the United States em-
powered the Interstate Commerce
Commission to establish official time
zones in the United States, and these
four time zones were so established.

The ICC, and more recently the De-
partment of Transportation, have,
however, been allowed to move those




May 19, 1986

time zones lines upon the petitions of

various States.

Since 1918, time lines have been
moved 32 times to the west and 3
times to the east.

What is the situation, Mr. President,
with respect to Kentucky, to take a
specific example?

In 1918, the Interstate Commerce
Commission established the western
boundary of the eastern time zone at
the eastern edge of Kentucky. The
Commission did so by applying the
logic to which I have just referred. All
of Kentucky, including its most easter-
ly sections, are closer to the 90th me-
ridian, which is the center of the cen-
tral time zone as I have described it,
than it is to the 75th meridian of lon-
gitude, which is the eastern time zone.

And yet that boundary has been
moved westward at the request of
Kentucky in 1927, again further west
in 1947, again in 1960, and again in
1961. It was moved back in 1974 at the
request of Kentucky, and then moved
back westward once again 1 year later
to its 1961 location where it has since
remained.

That means that the people and the
government of Kentucky have, in es-
sence, preferred to be on daylight
saving time for 12 months of the year,
as long as they can call it eastern
standard time.

The same thing holds true with re-
spect to almost the entire State of Ne-
braska. Most of it, under a national
frame of reference which would have
the center of the central time zone at
90 degrees west longitude and the
mountain time zone at 105 west longi-
tude, ought to be in the mountain
time zone. Because the people of the
State presumably did not like to waste
so0 much daylight at dawn and wanted
more of it in the afternoon, the great
bulk of the State of Nebraska is in the
central time zone where they spend 12
months of the year on mountain day-
light saving time but call it central
standard time.

Unfortunately, the State of Maine,
represented by the distinguished co-
sponsor of my amendment, has been
effectively unable to do that and move
into what is called the Atlantic time
zone because it would create a fifth
time zone in the United States and a
tremendous amount of difficulty. In
fact, if the same rule or the same
custom were to take place in Maine
and the rest of New England, all of
New England, following the precedent
of Nebraska and the precedent of Ken-
tucky, would have long since gone
onto Atlantic standard time rather
than eastern standard time.
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So every difficulty and every objec-
tion which the two opponents to this
extension have raised to this point has
been settled against the case they
make by the people of their own
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States as long as 60 or 70 or 80 years
ago. Those people, or most of them,
have decided that they prefer what is
in effect daylight saving time all year
long—whatever that may do to traffic
safety, whatever it may do to the con-
sumption of energy, whatever it may
do to convenience stores, whatever it
may do to schoolchildren going to
school in the dark.

My distinguished friend, the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. Forp], com-
plained about various students who
are picked up between 6 and 6:15 in
the morning during darkness and the
great danger to which they are sub-
jected, that we should not extend day-
light saving time to the month of
April because those children would
simply then, presumably all alone
during the course of the year, be re-
quired to wait for schoolbuses in the
dark. Assuming, however, Mr. Presi-
dent, that there is a reasonable
amount of light 30 minutes before sun-
rise, those students now go to school
or are picked up by their buses in the
dark from the day school begins, right
after Labor Day in Louisville, KY—Ilit-
erally the day it begins right after
Labor Day—through at least the
middle of March.

Apparently, the school districts of
Kentucky have not chosen to change
the hours of the beginning of school
on that account, because under
present time conditons, 6 o'clock in
the morning is dark in Louisville, KY,
from the day school starts through at
least the middle of March, if not
beyond that period of time. Apparent-
ly, the concern for schoolchildren’s
safety is not so great in either Ken-
tucky or Nebraska that those States
wish to put themselves in the time
zone to which geography—if geogra-
phy were the only consideration—
would assign them.

Mr. President, it may sound as
though I am critical of the choices of
the States of Kentucky and Nebraska
in that respect. In fact, I am not; I am
not critical at all. What those States
have done has been to choose the time
zone which is most convenient for
most of the people who live in those
States. It is that and nothing more.
What this amendment proposed to do
is choose a time regime for the great
majority of the people of the United
States which is most convenient for
most of them and is most suited to
most of them. There simply is not a
single survey of public opinion on this
subject which does not overwhelming-
ly favor an extension of daylight
saving time, not only into the month
of April but into the month of March
as well. The argument that, somehow
or other, there will be an artificial
darkness to which most people object
during the 3 weeks in April if we have
daylight saving time during those 3
weeks simply fails to jell.
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Again, to take Kentucky, in every
place in Kentucky or, for that matter,
in Nebraska, sunrise will be more than
half an hour and up to 1 hour earlier
on daylight saving time in mid-April
than it is in early and mid-January
under standard time under present cir-
cumstances. That is true all across the
country. The differences are slightly
smaller in the deep South and slightly
greater in the most northerly parts of
the lower 48 States of the United
States but, during April, daylight is
more than 12 hours from sunrise to
sunset in every place in the Northern
Hemisphere. In early January, it is
much, much less than that in every
part of the Northern Hemisphere.

The inevitable result is a displace-
ment of the clock to 1 hour later and
during the course of the day a sunrise
time that is earlier in mid-April than it
is in January, much earlier than it is
in daylight saving time during the
month of October at the present
time—something to which everyone in
the United States who is on daylight
saving time has become accustomed
and for a change of which there is
very, very little demand.

In fact, the studies of the effect on
traffic safety are conclusive, Mr. Presi-
dent; we are not here speaking of
safety or reduced traffic accidents
simply because we were in an energy
crisis or went to a 55-mile-an-hour
speed limit. We are talking about sta-
tistics which are based on traffic acci-
dents and traffic deaths per million
miles driven. Of course, as more miles
are driven, there will be more acci-
dents and as fewer miles are driven,
there will be fewer accidents. The
point is, there are fewer accidents
during daylight hours per million
miles driven and there are more miles
driven in the early evening than there
are in the early morning. Therefore,
deaths, injuries, and property damage
are less under daylight saving time per
million miles driven than at any other
period of time.

If this body were faced with the in-
evitable proposition that we would
save lives, even a modest number of
lives—one-half of 1 percent, one-quar-
ter of 1 percent—by the investment of
several, perhaps many millions of dol-
lars, we would almost certainly spend
that money, Mr. President, Here we
have a chance to save those lives,
those injuries and that property
damage without spending any of the
taxpayers’ dollars at all and we should
clearly do so. In fact, Mr. President, it
is very clear that from the point of
view of traffic safety—schoolchildren,
nonschoolchildren, and adults alike—
there will be a net gain on that safety
factor from this change.

It is also, of course, clear that the
best argument, because it is the most
emotionally appealing argument
against this proposal, is the myth of
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the schoolchildren’s danger in waiting
for that school bus in the dark. Yet no
individual Member of this body and no
State has compensated for that assert-
ed danger by attempting to see to it
that schoolchildren not wait in the
dark for their school buses in January,
in November, in March, or in any
other such month. The conclusion I
draw from that, Mr. President, is that
it is simply not demonstrably a major
factor relating to safety itself.

We have a situation, in any event, in
which any State that wished not to
take advantage of this change could,
by petitioning the Department of
Transportation, opt exactly as two
States already have—the States of Ari-
zona and Indiana, each of which has
chosen not to go on daylight saving
time at all, with the exception of a
small portion of Indiana which is in
the central time zone. That is an
option for those who feel that the ma-
jority of the people in their States do
not favor daylight saving time, simply
that they not go on it at all, not just in
the first 3 weeks of April but during
any part of the year whatsoever.

The argument in favor of this pro-
posal, Mr. President, to summarize it,
very simply is that it meets with the
desires and the felt needs of most
people of the United States. They
demonstrate that not only by their re-
sponses to public opinion surveys but
by the very way in which they have
set the time zone lines.
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Except in New England, there is not
one person in the lower 48 States of
the United States, Mr. President, who
lives in a place 7.5 degrees of longitude
to the east of the center of a time zone
as established in 1918, who is on that
same time zone. Instead, time zones
have been moved westward to move
these people into time zones to the
east. It is simply that these people
who think they abhor daylight saving
time in fact like it so much that they
want to be on it all year as long as
they can call it standard time.

That kind of privilege is the privi-
lege which for 3 extra weeks of the
year the Senator from Maine would
like for his constituents. It is a privi-
lege which I would like for the con-
stituents of much of my State which
lies east of one of these standard me-
ridians. It is a privilege which at least
two-thirds, of the people of the United
States, wherever they are located in a
time zone, would like for themselves.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further debate?

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I will not
take much time. I do not know how
long we are going to stay in this after-
noon. I understand the distinguished
Senators agreed that tomorrow would
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be a good time to vote. it might be, but
I have not agreed to that yet.

The distinguished Senator from
Washington uses two words. He uses
all this latitude and longitude and me-
ridian and that sort of thing. Most
people do not understand that. Most
people understand the Sun coming up
in the morning and going down in the
afternoon. They understand going to
work in the morning and coming home
in the evening. They understand their
children going to school in the morn-
ing and coming home in the after-
noon. They understand those things
because they are a reality.

He talks about artificial time. That
is exactly what he is doing. He is creat-
ing artificial time. I do not understand
saying that the only issue, because it is
emotional, happens to be children. I
thought they were important in what
we were trying to do.

Then he talks about myth, the argu-
ment in opposition to daylight saving
time is just a myth; it does not mean
anything. Well, you tell that to the
family in Louisville, KY¥, with the boy
who was walking to school, crossed the
street in the dark, and fell in a man-
hole and drowned. That was going to
school in the dark. Then he talks
about only in the middle of March and
now it is all the time there would be
more light going to school. Well, he
would deprive us of those 6 weeks. He
would still want us to continue, if his
facts were right, sending our children
to school for 6 extra weeks in the
dark.

He says two-thirds of the United
States wants this particular amend-
ment. I do not know whether that is
true or not and I do not refute his
facts and figures. That just leaves one-
third of us who are against it. That is
important. You begin to think about
agriculture a little bit. We think about
the farmers.

Well, there is a feeling around this
town of Washington, DC, USA, that
farmers do not mean much politically;
they are only 2 percent of the voting
population, and we do not have to
worry about them at all.

Well, that is partly true, I guess, but
the farmers in my State are impor-
tant. They work by the Sun. You
cannot change that. You can change
time that he has to do business in
town. That jeopardizes his efficiency.
The farmers in this country are
having a hard enough time now. If he
is working by the Sun and machinery
breaks down and he wants to go to
town to get it fixed but they are on an
extra hour of daylight, they have al-
ready closed the doors and gone. So he
waits until the next day. He loses that
day. That is not a myth, Mr. Presi-
dent. That is artificial time. The farm-
ers and the children are extremely im-
portant. So when you talk about artifi-
cial time, that is what the distin-
guished Senators from Washington
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and Maine are trying to do. The myth
is really not a myth. It is reality.

Even the distinguished Senator from
Washington, as he debates this issue,
admits he will put the schoolchildren
in Louisville, KY, in the dark 6 weeks
longer in the morning. He said we
have had it the rest of the year, why
not 6 more weeks,

Well, ask that family that lost a
child. Emotional? Sure, it is emotional,
but it is factual. There is no myth
about that. The problem could be arti-
ficial time.

I appreciate the press giving me so
much print on this particular item.
They are crediting me with being
about the only one who is standing in
opposition to this amendment on day-
light saving time.

Well, it is giving me more credit
than I deserve, but I know I have been
getting a lot of letters. Out of the
whole stack of letters that I have re-
ceived in my support, only two have
chastised me and those letters were
from Reston and Annapolis, right here
in this big bureaucratic bowl of the
United States.

I am vocal in my opposition, but, Mr.
President, there were enough Senators
on the Commerce Committee where
this amendment and this piece of leg-
islation should have been discussed
and voted on and sent to the Senate
floor in the normal procedure, but
something has happened on that com-
mittee that they failed to vote it out.
In fact, it has been on the agenda sev-
eral times to vote on it and it has been
pulled down, pulled off the agenda of
the committee, and therefore has been
bottled up, as they say, in the Com-
merce Committee,

Now they have taken the tack on
this piece of legislation of adding the
amendment extending daylight saving
time. But I assure those who are sup-
porting this amendment I do not stand
alone. I am not sure how the votes will
go. I am not a vote counter. I am not
one who gets his little book out and
starts calling Senators and checking
them off and putting them on the
spot. I just try to practice my case, if I
can use that phrase, not being a
lawyer, and hope that I make some
common sense, and that common
sense will prevail in this Chamber.

Let me just give you an idea of
where some of the citizens are located
who have written to me supporting my
position and opposing this amend-
ment.
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I have had letters in opposition to
DST from Sioux Falls, SD; Branch-
land, WV; Mount Dora, FL; Natrona
Heights, PA; New Market, TN; Roch-
ester, NY; Griffin and Atlanta, GA;
Suquomesh, WA; Chicago, IL; Phila-
delphia, PA; Muskegon, MI; Dickinson,
TX; Miami FL; Midland, TX; Bartles-
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ville, OK; Riverhead, NY:; Edmond,
Ok; Blacksburg, VA; Aurora, CO; and
Troutdale, OR.

These citizens had no idea who I
was, but have written to me united in
the opposition to extending daylight
saving time.

One of my favorite letters is several
years old and from the Northwest, but
I especially like the letter from Mrs.
Charmond S. Adkins and her argu-
ments:

Please continue to oppose the daylight
saving time extension. I'm not a farmer, nor
member of any other group opposing it. I'm
just an individual who doesn't like DST
period. But, if I have to tolerate six months
every year surely those who like it can get
along without it six months every year.
That way everybody gets an equal dose.
Thank you and hang tough!

But it does seem like it is fair—6
months on daylight saving time, 6
months off. When you talk to most of
the farmers, they like for it to start
Memorial Day and end Labor Day.
They have a reason for that. It is the
way they make a living, by the Sun.

When you really take a close look at
this amendment, you realize that the
benefits of extending daylight saving
time are outweighted by its liabilities.
The April period which would be ex-
tended by this amendment is not the
same as daylight saving time in Sep-
tember as many advocates of extended
daylight saving time proclaim. In
many parts of the country, it is still
very cold in April and just recently the
Midwest experienced a major snow-
storm during the time that this
amendment would extend daylight
saving time, and major league baseball
games were postponed not because of
daylight or darkness but because of
snow and snowstorms.

I can understand the position of the
advocates of extended daylight saving
time. The 9-to-5 worker would have
longer to mow the lawn or swat a
tennis ball aiter work. What the advo-
cates fail to realize is that not every-
one in this country has a 9-to-5 job. If
the Senate agrees with the sponsor of
this amendment and extends daylight
saving time, there would be undue
hardships for farmers and the agricul-
tural community which require natu-
ral light. Asphalt and construction
companies, moving and storage compa-
nies, and warehouses also depend on
the natural light of day for their work.

Kentucky will be one of the States
which will find extended daylight
saving time disruptive. The sponsors
of this amendment argue that under
existing law, any State that wants to
can exempt the State from extending
daylight saving time. That is certainly
a possibility particularly in the 12
States that are split by time zones. If
rural States opt out of daylight saving
time altogether, the benefits of the
present daylight saving time schedule
would be completely lost.
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Sure, you have the privilege of
opting out but then if you opt out, you
lose all of the advantage of the 6-
month period.

Is this what we really want—a
remedy which will cause a patchwork
quilt of time zones? Any business con-
cerned with time schedules, an exam-
ple is the airlines, would be terribly
burdened if the States exercised this
option.

For citizens of Washington, DC, and
the Members of the Senate who are at
least part-time residents of this area,
and those portions of the country near
a standard meridian, extended Day-
light saving time would be very benei-
ficial. The choice must be made with
consideration given to the entire popu-
lation. I suggest that the Senate and
each Member weight the liabilities to
his or her State, mainly rural citizens,
when the time comes to vote on this
amendment, and it may be a little
while before that time arrives.

I sincerely believe that if the Senate
passes extended daylight saving time,
it sends a message to middle America,
particularly rural areas, that we have
given up on rural America.

I would like to allow those citizens
on the east coast and the chairman's
State on the west coast the opportuni-
ty to have an extra hour of daylight in
the evening for recreational activities.
Unfortunately, by allowing another
month of daylight saving time for the
east and west coasts, we create more
hardships for individuals in the Mid-
west.

As 1 said earlier, Mr. President,
times are hard enough in largely agri-
cultural States and if we increase day-
light saving times, it is just another
blow to these citizens.

I am more than willing to debate
somewhat longer but for the moment,
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there further debate?

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am very
pleased to join with my distinguished
colleagues, the senior Senator from
Washington [Mr. GorToNn]l, the senior
Senator from California [Mr. CRAN-
sToN], the junior Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. WiLson], and the junior
Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL]
in sponsoring this amendment to ad-
vance daylight saving time in future
years to begin the first Sunday in
April. At present, daylight saving time
begins the last Sunday in April and
ends the last Sunday in October.
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As my colleagues are aware, the
House of Representatives recently
voted a longer extension of daylight
saving time under H.R. 2095. This bill
would begin daylight saving time the
first Sunday in April and end the ex-
tension on the first Sunday in Novem-
ber. Recognizing the genuine concerns
of several of my colleagues from rural
and farming areas, this amendment
offers a reasonable compromise to
rural concerns while responding to
equally important interests of our con-
stituents living in the urban areas.

Mr. President, I, for many years,
have been an advocate of daylight
saving time, preferably on a year-
round basis. I was particularly pleased
during the early 1970's at the height
of the energy emergency, that Con-
gress voted on legislation similar to a
measure that I introduced, to extend
daylight saving time for an 8-month
period. That 2-year experiment, begin-
ning 1973 through 1975 was widely
recognized as one way to help ease the
demand for electricity among residen-
tial consumers.

While the concerns over energy
shortages and gasoline lines have
abated, the importance of continuing
public awareness of energy conserva-
tion has never been questioned. Day-
light saving extension along with the
continuation of the 55-mile-per-hour
speed limit, remind us of our need to
maintain conservation and not to
become overly dependent upon foreign
oil imports.

Mr. President, expanded daylight
saving time is important for many
other reasons—all linked to noticeable
and immediate improvements on the
quality of life for all Americans. These
direct benefits include reductions in
traffic accidents and fatalities, reduc-
tions in street crime and additional lei-
sure time.

The National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, for example,
predicted there would be significantly
fewer traffic fatalities per year if the
observance of daylight saving time was
extended to include the month of
April. In this regard, and in response
to the very important concern over
schoolchildren waiting for school
buses in the early morning hours,
studies by the Department of Trans-
portation and the National Bureau of
Standards have indicated that during
the 2-year experiment in the mid-
1970's, there were no school age fatali-
ty increases during the months day-
light saving time was observed, March
and April of 1974.

The National Safety Council and the
Department of Transportation also re-
ported that under extended daylight
saving time during the period of the
experiment, school age children were
not subjected to greater involvement
in accidents than the general popula-
tion in any period of the day.
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Another significant benefit from the B Change
additional period of daylight would be S (percant)
the nationwide reduction in most cate-
gories of crime—a problem of major
concern for most metropolitan/urban
areas. Recent statistics from the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation confirm
this and clearly indicate an increase in
violent crime across the country.

In this regard, I ask unanimous con-
sent that statistics compiled by the
FBI and information appearing in
USA Today of April 24, 1986, citing
the increase by major crime in cities
over 100,000 population, be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, without
question, an extra hour of daylight oc-
curring at a time when most of the
work force is enroute home, would dis-
courage criminals from threatening in-
dividuals returning to their families.

These facts are strongly supported
by a study conducted by the former
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration immediately following the 2-
year experiment with daylight saving
time. The analysis showed consider-
ably less violent crime for the day-
light-saving period when compared to
similar periods of time.

Mr. President, it seems clear to me
from our experiment with expanded
daylight saving time in the 1970's, that
the benefits of an additional period of
daylight saving time far outweigh the
continuation of the present 6-month
period. Expanded daylight saving time
imposes no additional burdens upon
individuals and requires no further in-
volvement by the Federal Govern-
ment. Clearly, favorable action by the
Senate would do much to improve
traffic safety, protect our citizens, and
enhance the quality of life by provid-
ing more leisure time with our fami-
lies.

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment advancing day-
light saving time to the first Sunday
in April. I also want to strongly com-
mend my distinguished colleagues,
Senator GoRTON, Senator MITCHELL,
Senator CransTON, and Senator
WiLsoN for their continuing vigorous
leadership in working to pass this im-
portant legislation.

ExHIBIT 1
[From USA Today, Apr. 24, 19861
Bi6-CrTy CRIME ROSE IN 1984-85

Major crimes reported to police in cities
over 100,000 population rose 4 percent for
1984-85, according to FBI figures. Reports
of crime dropped 3 percent in 1982, 7 per-
cent in 1983 and 2 percent in 1984. Police in
the affected cities, noting that violent crime
grew 5 percent, blame drugs and economic
problems. But the nation's statisticians feel
the rise may be insignificant. Total crimes
reported by city in 1985, and percent
changes from 1984:

Crimes

Change
(percent)
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UNIFORM “RIME REPORT
1985 Pil-.iMINARY ANNUAL RELEASE

The number of Crime Index offenses reported to law enforcement agencies throughout the United States increased 4 percent during
1945 when compared to 1984. The violent crimes of murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault increased 5 percent as a group
while Che property crimes of burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft increased 4 percent.

During the first yuarter of 1985, Lhe increase was 3 percent over the same quarter of 1984. When comparing the second and third '
quarters of 1984 and 1945, the increase was 7 percent while the fourth quarier increased j percenl.

Crime Index trends by population groups and by geographic regions appear in Tables 1-3 below.

TABLE 1 - CRIME INDEX TRENDS
Percent change 1985 over 1984, offenses known to the police.

Number  Popu-
Population Group of lation Crime Modi-®* Vio- Prop-* Aggra- Lar= Motor
agen- (thou- Index fied lent erty Mur- vated Bur- ceny vehicle
cies sands) total total crime crime der @ssault glary theft theft Arson®

+ 6 .2 5 + 0

+« + 1

+
s

13,008 2}2,132 + 4 + 4
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1,245 + 6
2,816 . 28,908 + 2

(1) Includes crimes reported to sheriffs' departments, county police departments, and state police within Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
(2) Includes crimes reporced to sheriffs' departments, county police departments, and State police outside Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
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TABLE 2 - CRIME INDEX TRENDS

% Number  Popu-
of lation Crime Vio- Prop-* Aggra- Lar- Motor
~ ‘sgen- (thou- Index lent - erty Mur- vated Bur- ceny vehicle
cies sands) total crime crime der assault glary theft theft Arson®

13,016 222, 182 - U + 5 + B - 1 + U * * 2 +5 + 6 3

Cities over sq.o_oo 480 78,404 + 4 + * * 2 +5 +5
Suburban area 6,127 91,337 +5 +3 + 6 +9
Rural ar . 2,816 28,908 .2 - .2 0 +5
Other Cities3 3,594 23,5348 + 3 + - +3 + 3 * b

(1) Includes orimes reported to city, county, and state law enforcement agencies within Metropolitan Statistical Areas, but outside the core

cities.
(2) Includes crimes reported to sheriffs' departments, county police departments, and state police outside MeLropolitan Statistical Areas.

(3) Includes crimes reported to city police departments outside of Metropolitan Statistical Areas.

TABLE 3 - CRIME INDEX TRENDS BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION

Crime Mod-¥ =
Index fied Violent Property® Forcible Aggravated
Region total total crime crime Murder rape Robbery assault Burglary

Total +« U + § + 5 * U o1 ] . 3 « b . 2

Mortheast .2 .2
Midwest
South
West

+* -
* -

TABLE & - CRIME INDEX TRENDS
January through December, each year over previous year.
Fod1-¥
fied Violent Préperty® Forcible Aggravated
Years total orime crime Murder rape Robbery assault Burglary

[}
2
5
6

798277981 3 -5
1983/1982 5

1964/1983 1
1985/1984 5
¥The Modified Crime Index total is the sum of the Crime Index offenses, including arson. Data for arson are not included in the
property crime totals. The number of agency reports used in arson trends is less than used in compiling trends for other Crime lndex
offenses. It must be noted that the collection of arson data began in April, 1979, with 1980 being the first full year of this data
collection.

1
8
L]
3

*
*

ISSUED BY William H. Webster, Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation

United States Department of Justice, Washington, D. C. 20535

Advisory: Committee on Uniform Crime Records, International Association of Chiefs of Pglice;
Committee on Uniform Crime Reporting, Mational Sheriffs' Association
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Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am a
cosponsor of Senator GORTON'S
amendment to begin daylight saving
time the first Sunday in April. I hope
my colleagues will join me in support-
ing this measure that will improve the
quality of life of millions of Ameri-
Cans.

Under current law, April sunrises are
the earliest of the year. The effect of
this amendment would be to transfer
an hour of daylight from the earily
morning to the early evening for 3
weeks in April. Americans would then
have an extra hour of daylight at the
end of the day for safer commuting,
for play time for children, for shop-
ping, and for leisure time with their
families. For those 400,000 Americans
who suffer from night blindness the
extra evening hour of daylight will
have a very important impact on their
lives.

In 1974 and 1975 the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation found that ex-
tended daylight saving time reduced
electric power consumption, saving
100,000 barrels of oil per day, discour-
aged violent crime, and reduced traffic
fatalities.

An extension would also stimulate
business activity. More than 8,300
companies from a wide variety of in-
dustries have joined forces as the day-
light savings time coalition. The coali-
tion estimates that an extension could
generate billions of dollars in addition-
al revenues and lead to the creation of
many new jobs.

Those who live on the western edge
of a time zone may be concerned that
their children would leave for school
in the dark. The amendment takes
this concern into account by limiting
the extension to April. During those 3
weeks in April the Sun would rise and
set about the same time it does now in
mid-August and early September.

Time is our most valuable but fleet-
ing resource. An extension will enable
Americans to use and enjoy their time
more fully. And that is why I ask my
colleagues to support the extension of
daylight savings time to the first
Sunday in April.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Washing-
ton has in my judgment eloguently
and with careful marshaling of the
evidence set forth the reasons why
this amendment should be adopted by
the Senate.

0 1600

It is not my intention to repeat the
statements which he has made. I
would like to address just briefly one
question raised by the opponents and
then insert some material in the
REecorp before I conclude.

The opponents argue in opposition
to this amendment in part on the
grounds that the National Association
of Broadcasters opposes an extension
of daylight saving time because, ac-
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cording to that organization, any
change may well affect and disrupt
the balancing of interests among AM
radio broadcasters. In particular, they
object to any amendment in which
Congress sets what are known as sign-
on times for daytime broadcasters.

I would note, Mr. President, that
this amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from Washington and myself does
not attempt to set sign-on times for
daytime broadcasters. It recognizes
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion’s technical expertise in this area
and enables the Commission to make
any necessary adjustments by general
rules consistent with the public inter-
est.

So the basis of the concern by the
National Association of Broadcasters
has been accommodated by the
amendment which gives the FCC that
flexibility.

Daytime radio stations begin broad-
casting at sunrise and, therefore, they
fear that daylight saving time's later
sunrises would cut into their morning
drive time. However, it should be em-
phasized that, if this amendment is en-
acted and becomes law, daylight
saving time in April would not subject
them or anyone else to sunrises any
later than already take place in the
fall under the current system.

The Federal Communications Com-
mission already has mitigated the
impact of daylight saving time by
granting daytimers what is known as
presunrise authority in which stations
can sign on at 6 a.m. regardless of sun-
rise time but at reduced power. So I
believe, Mr. President, that the con-
cerns of AM radio broadcasters are ac-
commodated in this amendment.

With respect to the question of
safety, in 1975, when daylight saving
time was being considered by the
Senate, the National Safety Council
issued a statement based upon a study
which concluded that there was no in-
crease in school-age traffic fatalities
due to daylight saving time.

On November 11, 1985, the director,
Standards and Governmental Rela-
tions of the National Safety Council
wrote to the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee regarding that study, in effect
stating that its conclusions were still
valid. And I would like to quote briefly
from that letter of November 11, 1985,
which reads, in part:

The statement summarizes results of two
studies the National Safety Council con-
ducted in the early 1970's concerning school
child traffic fatalities arising out of chang-
ing the daylight saving time cycle. In sum-
mary, the studies indicate that extending
the daylight saving time cycle would not
have any appreciable effect on the number
of school age children or pedal-cyclists
killed in traffic accidents while going to or
from school. We do not know of any other
similar studies conducted by any other orga-
nization since 1975, nor do we have reason
to believe that the results of the Council's
studies are not still valid.
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1 ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that both of these documents be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

No INCREASE IN SCHOOL-AGE TRAFFIC FATALI-
TIES DUE TO DAYLIGHT Savincs TIME, Na-
TIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL SAYS

CHicaco.—Daylight savings time means
traveling to school in darkness for many
young persons; but according to the Nation-
al Safety Council, the change in lighting
has had little or no effect on the number of
early-morning fatalities among school-age
children.

“The Council’s statistics department sur-
veyed all 50 states and the District of Co-
lumbia to determine if there was any in-
crease in the number of school-child fatali-
ties for January, 1974, as compared with
January, 1973, NSC President Vincent
Tofany explained.

“The survey respondents, who represent-
ed 75 percent of our population in 42 states
and the District of Columbia, showed no ap-
preciable difference between the two
months in the number of early-morning pe-
destrian and pedalcycle fatalities experi-
enced by children 4 through 18 years old,”
he said.

According to the Council, 20 traffic fatali-
ties were recorded in January, 1974, among
children aged 4 through 18 walking or ped-
aling during the going-to-school hours from
6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. By comparison, 19 fa-
talities were recorded for January, 1973.

Thirteen of the 20 youthful traffic fatali-
ties in January, 1974, were children under
14 years old, Council spokesmen said.
Eleven of the 19 fatalities recorded for Jan-
uary, 1973, were under 14 years old.

Over a 24-hour period, school-age traffic
deaths throughout the United States were
down from 76 fatalities in January, 1973, to
55 fatalities in January, 1974, the Council
reported.

“Of the forty-three reporting agencies,
twenty-nine states and the District of Co-
lumbia showed either no changes or de-
creases in the number of school-age fatali-
ties,"” Tofany said. “Three states—Alaska,
Arizona and Idaho—were not included in
the survey since they had not shifted over
to daylight savings time. Ten states—Flori-
da, Nevada, Virginia, Illinois, New Mexico,
Wisconsin, Connecticut, Louisiana, North
Carolina and Pennsylvania—had increases
in the number of schoolage traffic fatali-
ties.”

Of the states with increased fatalities,
Florida, according to the Council, showed
the biggest increase—up five fatalities in
January, 1974, as compared with January,
1973. Council spokesmen said Illinois
showed the second largest increase—up four
fatalities. Connecticut and North Carolina
both showed increases of three fatalities,
while the remaining six states reported in-
creases of one school-age fatality each.

NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL,
November 11, 1985.
Mr. CHARLES FAUST,
Senate Commerce Commitlee,
Huart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Dear MRr. Faust: Concerning the issue of
the extension of daylight saving time, en-
closed is a statement the National Safety
Council presented to the Senate Commerce
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Committee November 13, 1975 on amend-
ments to the “Uniform Time Act of 1966."

The statement summarizes results of two
studies the National Safety Council con-
ducted in the early 1970's concerning school
child traffic fatalities arising out of chang-
ing the daylight saving time cycle. In sum-
mary, the studies indicate that extending
the daylight saving time cycle would not
have any appreciable effect on the number
of school age children or pedalcyclists killed
in traffic accidents while going to or from
school. We do not know of any other similar
studies conducted by any other organization
since 1975, nor do we have reason to believe
that the results of the Council’s studies are
not still valid.

Extending the daylight saving time to the
first Sunday in November would provide an
additional hour of p.m. daylight for the Hal-
loween trick-or-treaters and presumably this
may have some minor effect on accidents in-
volving this group.

Sincerely,
RoBERT CURRIE,
Director, Standards and
Governmental Relations.

(Mr. WILSON assumed the chair.)

Mr. MITCHELL. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to quote from a
letter dated May 7, 1986, addressed to
the majority leader from the Secre-
tary of Transportation, Elizabeth Han-
ford Dole, who expressed her support
for starting daylight saving time earli-
er in April as contained in this amend-
ment. In part, the Secretary of Trans-
portation's letter reads:

Studies by the Department of Transporta-
tion and other agencies of government—
Federal, State, and local—plus American in-
dustry have shown that this step would

reduce deaths, injuries, and property
damage on our highways, while making
more efficient use of energy and reducing
certain types of crime, On the basis of 1983
figures, DST in April would reduce traffic
deaths nationwide by a minimum of 22, in-
juries by a minimum of 1525, and societal
costs from auto accidents by a minimum of
$28 million. I emphasize that each of these
figures is a minimum, with possible savings
being as much as twice as large.

The current law—the Uniform Time Act
of 1966—does not require that anyone ob-
serve DST, it merely establishes a uniform
pattern for each year's observance. The ma-
jority of the American people were already
observing DST in 1966 because they knew of
its advantages. Studies over the last twelve
years have consistently shown that the
American people want more of these advan-
tages, but are prevented from doing so by
Federal law.

I note also that the bill would not push
DST into November, and so would not cause
uncomfortably late sunrises for any part of
the country. It would also not increase the
traffic hazard faced by any part of our pop-
ulation, including school-age children.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the letter
from the Secretary of Transportation
to the majority leader, dated May T,
1986, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, DC, May 7, 1986.
Hon. RoBERT DOLE,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Dear Bos: I write to you today to reiterate
my support for starting daylight saving time
(DST) earlier in April. This proposal will be
considered as floor amendment 1793 to S.
2180.

Studies by the Department of Transporta-
tion and other agencies of government—
Federal, State, and local—plus American in-
dustry have shown that this step would
reduce deaths, injuries, and property
damage on our highways, while making
more efficient use of energy and reducing
certain types of crime. On the basis of 1983
figures, DST in April would reduce traffic
deaths nationwide by a minimum of 22, in-
juries by a minimum of 1525, and societal
costs from auto accidents by a minimum of
$28 million. I emphasize that each of these
figures is a minimum with possible savings
being as much as twice as large.

The current law—the Uniform Time Act
of 1966—does not require that anyone ob-
serve DST, it merely establishes a uniform
pattern for each year's observance. The ma-
jority of the American people were already
observing DST in 1966 because they knew of
its advantages. Studies over the last twelve
years have consistently shown that the
American people want more of these advan-
tages, but are prevented from doing so by
Federal law.

I note also that the bill would not push
DST into November, and so would not cause
uncomfortably late sunrises for any part of
the country. It would also not increase the
traffic hazard faced by any part of our pop-
ulation, including school-age children.

The bipartisan effort to extend DST de-
serves your support. Please contact me if I
can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,
ELIZABETH HANFORD DOLE.

Mr. MITCHELL. In conclusion, Mr.
President, I urge the Members of the
Senate to vote for this amendment on
the grounds that it is a small but com-
monsense proposal for the benefit of
our Nation.

I yield the floor.

Mr, FORD. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine has
made some statements relating to the
reduction of fatalities, probable elec-
tricity savings, and so forth, and about
daytime radio.

I think it is important that we look
at those who are most concerned
about the so-called daytime radio sta-
tions. I have a letter written on March
12, another one on March 24, and an-
other one on March 19. I would like to
read those.
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These letters are signed by Edward
O. Fritts, president and chief execu-
tive officer of the National Association
of Broadcasters, and John F. Dille III,
chairman of the Radio Board. The
letter written on March 12 said,

DEAR SENATOR Forp: It is my understand-
ing that the Committee on Commerce, Sci-
ence, and Transportation is scheduled to
consider H.R. 2095, or Senate Bill 1433, the
Daylight Saving Extension Act of 1985.
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This is the Senate bill they refer to
that is being tacked onto this bill as an
amendment. And this is a line I think
that is important.

The National Association of Broadcasters
is opposed to this bill. The proposed legisla-
tion would seriously impact on radio broad-
casters. In order to avoid interference of the
AM band, the Federal Communications
Commission has struck a delicate balance
between various classes of AM radio sta-
tions. This involves the use of directional
antennas, reduced power levels, and daytime
only stations.

Let us go back. The FCC has struck
a delicate balance, and this amend-
ment will fracture the delicate balance
that has been struck by the Federal
Communications Commission.

The Federal Communications Commission
has on several occasions in recent years
taken action to preserve that balance.
Therefore, any change in daylight savings
time may well affect and disrupt the balane-
ing of interest among AM radio broadcast-
ers. In particular, any amendment in which
Congress sets “sign on" times for daylight
broadcasters will harm other segments of
the AM radio industry, and place the Con-
gress in the position of usurping the FCC's
technical expertise.

How can you expect the FCC to
change the delicate balance just be-
cause this amendment gives it the au-
thority to do just that? They have al-
ready done it. And when you extend
daylight saving time for 3 additional
weeks, you fracture that delicate bal-
ance,

Should the committee take any action,
NAB believes the language in section 5 of
the House-passed bill is from a policy stand-
point the best way to proceed. This will
afford all interested parties the opportunity
to present their case to the expert agency.
Thank you for your attention on this impor-
tant issue. I look forward to working with
you in the future.

Then, again on March 24, both the
president and chief executive officer
and chairman of the radio board wrote
another letter. It says:

Dear SENATOR Forp: It is our understand-
ing that the proponents of S. 1433—

That is, in essence, the amendment
that we are discussing now.

—the Daylight Saving Extension Act of 1985
may by planning to add their bill in the
form of an amendment—

Well, that is just exactly what has

happened.
—to legislation that will come before the
full Senate for consideration in the near
future. The National Association of Broad-
casters is opposed to this legislation.

They are reiterating their opposition
in their letter of March 12 and their
letter of March 24.

The proposed legislation would seriously
impact on radio broadcasting in order to
avoid interference on the AM band. The
FCC—

And they reiterate.

—has struck a delicate balance between vari-
ous classes of radio. We hope that you will
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exert your opposition against this legisla-
tion.

Again on April 9, these two fine gen-
tlemen have gone from signing the
letter in their full names to just saying
Eddie and John. We have been corre-
sponding with each other so much in
opposition to this piece of legislation.
They say on March 24, 1986,

We wrote you to alert you to a possible at-
tempt by proponents of Senate bill 1433 to
add their bill in the form of an amendment
to legislation currently on the Senate Calen-
dar. We now have learned that the vehicle
to which they are planning to offer their
amendment is S. 2180, the FEMA reauthor-
ization bill.

That is exactly what is happening,
Mr. President.

And we reiterate that the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters strongly oppose S.
1433 and urges that you oppose this attempt
in securing the passage of this amendment.

And they reiterate their positions in
the other two letters.

Mr. President, we are finding an-
other factor that has been inserted
into this debate as it relates to the dis-
ruption of approximately 450 small
radio stations throughout this coun-
try.

Let us talk a little bit about what
the distinguished Senator from Maine
said in his statement in regard to prob-
able electricity savings of 1 percent—
probable savings. It is only probable,
and extremely difficult to isolate from
seasonal variations higher rates in fuel
availability.

How can you really say that you will
probably save 1 percent? I could say
you probably would lose 1 percent, and
would not be misrepresenting any-
thing. Also, in some areas such as Lou-
isville, on the westernmost fringe of
the time zone, daylight comes almost
an hour later than on the east coast.
So consumption is actually increased
for my people. As they get up an hour
earlier in the dark, go to work earlier,
turn their lights on sooner, turn the
heat up earlier, and they are in effect
subsidizing—that is that one-third we
talked about. The Senator from Wash-
ington said that two-thirds of the
people of this country want extended
daylight savings time. But the full fact
is that the other one-third will be sub-
sidizing the savings of the people par-
ticularly on the east and west coasts.

Also, how significant is 1 percent or
the probable saving of 1 percent? That
translates to six-tenths of 1 percent of
our daily consumption of 17 million
barrels of oil a day, or the equivalent
of approximately 100,000 barrels of oil
per day. However, the saving is not all
in oil. About 50 percent of that could
be in coal.

Reduction of traffic fatalities; let us
look at that just a minute—seven-
tenths of 1 percent. The Department
of Transportation analysis believes
that further study may show that day-
light saving time actually reduces the
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fatalities on the order of 1'% to 2 per-
cent. Let us go back to why.

Let us go back to why we have less
fatalities. We cannot find out, and tes-
timony in the House actually says that
the Department of Transportation did
not weigh other factors in this judg-
ment such as reducing the speed to 55-
miles per hour. Everyone knows that
is the factor that saves lives. It is irref-
utable. Yet, we find my colleagues
here saying that daylight saving time
takes all the credit. You just have to
think that is a little irresponsible in
saying that daylight saving time would
reduce traffic fatalities when we all
know that it was the 55-miles per hour
that did it.
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It is my understanding, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the distinguished Senator
said that we would only have to toler-
ate 6 weeks of additional darkness in
the western part of each time zone.
QOur children go to school in the dark
the rest of the time, so we might as
well just go ahead and go to school in
the dark for 6 more weeks.

The National Bureau of Standards,
which reviewed the Department of
Transportation conclusions as to
energy savings and as to fatalities,
confirms the need for extreme caution
in drawing even tentative conclusions.

Think about that. The National
Bureau of Standards warns us and
says to use extreme caution in drawing
even tentative conclusions, and a par-
ticularly careful analysis of the data
base used by the Department of
Transportation in studying fatal aceci-
dents and electricity production re-
veals several respects in which these
data are faulty.

That is the National Bureau of
Standards.

The data available did not include,
and so the Department of Transporta-
tion testified before the house com-
mittee, information about factors
other than daylight saving time that
would influence electricity usage, traf-
fic fatalities, for example, interlocking
factors, energy conservation factors,
gasoline shortages, carpooling, speed
limit. All these things were never fac-
tored in. The Department of Trans-
portation agreed.

So the word “probable’ is used now,
probable savings.

When all these things are not fac-
tored in, you know and I know that
those statistics in reality are wrong.

The National Bureau of Standards
in their review subjected the data to
additional analyses subsequent to
those already carried out by the De-
partment of Transportation. The
methodology used in the Department
of Transportation study represents
standard techniques of analysis. In
several instances, however, the Nation-
al Bureau of Standards found the data
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unsuitable for application of these
methods.

So we are here today to debate. We
are here to try to express our feelings,
the feelings of our constituents. I hope
those who support this amendment
will exercise what I believe to be their
better judgment. Really, when you get
down to it, you are not helping the
schoolchildren, you are not helping
the farmers, you are not saving oil,
you are not saving the use of coal, you
are really not doing all of these things.

In the study as it relates to reduc-
tion of crime, the answer to that, by
some, is that the criminal does not
worry about the clock. He does not
care what time it is. It is just whether
it is dark or not. So he will go when-
ever it is dark.

A study on the impact of daylight
saving time on crime—and that was
conducted in Washington, DC, and Los
Angeles, by the way—indicates a re-
duction involving crime for daylight
saving time periods in Washington,
DC, compared to the standard time
period from 1973 to 1975.

My goodness, and this is 1986.

There was no impact found in L.A.
because the data was too coarse. LEAA
cautions against any generalization
from the limited data base of the
study. They did not even factor into
this study the effects of high-intensity
lighting or police. All these things
were not factored in. How can you
have real life study when you do not
put in all the facts?

It is just like leaving out certain fac-
tors as relates to the saving of energy.

We see a lot of polls that are taken,
and we hear a lot of percentages read.
None of us have seen the basic use of
that poll, whether it was a national,
well-distributed poll as we would think
in the political arena, how the ques-
tions were phrased, whether the poll
was taken in all of the lower 48, or just
taken in regional areas.

I just think, Mr. President, that this
amendment is not fair. It just seems to
me you could put in what factors you
want and come up with the percentage
you desire, and then lay that down as
a study, as fact. Then you begin to
question and the admissions begin to
roll—*No, we did not put that in; no,
we did not consider that; this was
taken 11 years ago, it was taken 12
years ago.” What about today?

Are we interested in saving oil
today? Of course not. The price of gas-
oline is down so low we just want to
store it because we know it is going up.
But no one is really concerned about
saving oil today, and this bill will not
save any.

I hope that as we debate this the
rest of the evening and tomorrow we
will be able to reach the conclusion
that, as the lady wrote to me, it seems
like those of us who do not want day-
light saving time can stand 6 months
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of daylight saving time and those who
want more daylight saving time ought
itco be able to stand 6 months without
t.

That is fair. That is down the
middle. It is equal to everybody. What-
ever problems we have today will be
no more next year than they are now.
If we pass this amendment we will
have more problems next year. Those
additional problems will extend. As
time changes, we will probably want to
go back to just the Memorial Day to
Labor Day. But that is the way it is.
That is the way it is.
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We are saying to one-third of the
population of this country, “You sub-
sidize that other two-thirds so they
can play tennis here, in Washington,
and barbeque on the east and west
coasts.”

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
want first to say to my colleague from
Kentucky, Senator Forp, that, on the
amendment that we had previously in-
dicated we would offer today or tomor-
row on scrambling of satellite televi-
sion signals, I am pleased that there
has been an agreement by the distin-
guished manager of this bill [Mr.
GorToN], for a hearing on July 15, 186,
or 17. But I want to say the reason I
rise today is to serve notice that the
hearings may or may not result in
what I consider is the elimination of
discrimination against rural America
on the question of the marketing of
scrambled satellite television signals.

I think that my Senate colleagues
should know that Senator Forp and I
were not planning to offer an amend-
ment to confuse the matter or to de-
prive the networks or any of the other
independent networks, such as ESPN,
CBN, CNN, and so on, of their just
dues. On the contrary, we have said re-
peatedly and I repeat now that the
people from whom I am receiving let-
ters on this issue in rural America—
who have already invested anywhere
from $2,000 to $10,000 in a satellite
dish and who are now being asked to
pay $400 for a decoder because every-
body is going to start scrambling—
have never suggested in any of the
correspondence I have received that
they are looking for something for
nothing. What they want is fairness.
They are willing to pay a reasonable
price to receive a scrambled signal.
But they have had to make a substan-
tial investment—say $5,000—for a dish
which their city cousins never had to
make; they also had to pay $400 for a
decoder which their city cousins never
had to pay. Further, with regard to
HBO, the average charge for descram-
bling HBO's signal is 29 percent
higher than their city cousins have to
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pay, assuming their cousins pay the
national retail average for HBO.

I take the position that if we do
nothing, it discriminates against the
1,400,000 dish owners who live outside
a cable franchise area. We have people
in Arkansas who, until the satellite
dishes came along, never received a
signal of any kind. We have areas of
my State—in the Ouachitas and the
Ozarks—which are not dissimilar from
the mountains of Virginia and West
Virginia. If you live down in a valley,
chances are you are not going to get a
television signal of any kind.

Right now, there are a lot of people
upset. I never heard from anybody
until the word got out last Thursday
and Friday that Senator Forp and I
were going to offer this amendment.
Suddenly, I am hearing from many
network executives and cable opera-
tors. All I ever asked for in the begin-
ning was hearings on this matter to
determine whether of not the anti-
trust laws were being enforced and
whether or not an interindustry dis-
cussion would violate the antitrust
laws. Why not let the interested indus-
tries discuss some reasonable formula
for resolving this knotty problem?

The problem is not going to go away.
If we are getting hearings—and I want
to make this crystal clear—as simply a
temporary palliative so we will not
offer this amendment, I promise, we
will be back.

I have perhaps a greater interest
than some of my colleagues have, al-
though any Senator from a rural State
has assuredly heard from any of his
constituents who have satellite anten-
nas. I have a greater interest in this
because a year ago, 2,500 people in my
State were engaged in the manufac-
ture of these dishes. We are either the
largest or the second-largest State in
the Nation in the manufacture of sat-
ellite dishes. There were 2,500 people
in my State manufacturing satellite
antennas a year ago. Today, that
figure is down to 500. Sales have de-
clined 80 percent in the past year.
Why? because of two things: The exor-
bitant cost that people must pay to re-
ceive programs and the uncertainty as
to whether or not every signal is going
to be scrambled and at what cost to
dish owners.

Does it make any sense to my col-
leagues for a worker, we will say, who
lives 1 mile beyond a franchise zone of
a cable company to pay more than his
brother, who happens to live a mile
and a half inside it? His brother gets
almost everything this gentleman is
getting simply because he lives just
inside a cable system for $35 a month.
If the dish owner gets any of it, he has
to make anywhere from a $2,000 to
$10,000 investment, pay the $395 for
the decoder and then negotiate a deal
for each channel; $12.95 is the going
rate for HBO, 29 percent higher than
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the average cost if you happen to live
in town.

I ask you, Mr. President, is that dis-
criminatory or not? I believe in the
free marketplace and I have been told,
“Don’'t worry about it. The prices of
these decoders are going to decline.”
When? How much? The decoder right
now is $395. It is generally conceded
that that decoder should cost the cus-
tomer between $175 to $195. That
would be a fair price for it.

Why are we delaying an issue which
is so patently discriminatory? There is
a woman who lives in my State named
Dianne Davis. She and her husband
live in St. Joe. St. Joe is a community
of probably no more than 500 or 700
people. They live just outside of town
and they happen to live down in a
valley—or at least, they live behind a
high mountain. Until 7 years ago, they
got nothing—no signal. Nobody wor-
ried about them. They chose to live in
a geographic area where they could
not get a signal. So they make a $5,000
investment and they begin to get the
news like everybody else in America. I
am told that 75 percent of the people
in this country depend almost exclu-
sively on television for all their news. I
do not think that applied to Dianne
and her husband, but nevertheless,
they are in the same position as
400,000 American homes who, without
a satellite dish, can get no television
signal.

Think about this: They are going to
have to buy a decoder just to get the
news. They are going to have to buy a
decoder to get the networks which you
can get in town without even being on
cable, and only then if the networks
agree to making their scrambled signal
accessible.

I bought a new television set for my
apartment in Little Rock the other
day, and I brought it in and set it up
on a table and I lifted the rabbit ears
and I got five stations immediately.
Dianne Davis could buy a television
set and put up an antenna 200 feet
high and she still could not get any
kind of signal. And now the networks
are talking about scrambling. CBS is
getting ready to scramble before the
date for these hearings. They are not
planning to make their signal accessi-
ble at all.

So the networks are going to scram-
ble. They and others are going to
scramble a signal to get at the roughly
400,000 people who live inside cable
areas and have dishes in order to keep
them from getting an advertiser-free
cable signal. In the process, they are
depriving another 1% million people
who have satellite dishes from getting
their signal at all. We simply must re-
solve this knotty problem, and I hope
hearings will accomplish this.
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Now, if you want to stand on the
proposition that the free marketplace
will resolve this, that is one way of re-
solving it. But it is going to create a
tremendous financial burden on a lot
of people and most of them will not be
able to afford it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to place in the REcorp a list of
the various programmers and their
plans to scramble as best we can figure
it out. This is our factsheet. This is
something we have put together on
our own. But it will give some idea of
the urgency of the situation. For ex-
ample: BET, Black Entertainment Tel-
evision, plans to scramble in 1987,
CBN, the fourth gquarter of 1986; CNN,
July 1986; Cinemax, January 1986.
They are already scrambling. Disney
channel, July 1986; ESPN, late 1986;
Financial News Network, no firm date;
CNN Headline News, July 1986; Home
Box Office, January 1986. They are al-
ready scrambling. Lifetime, 1987;
MTYV, July 1986. Another that will be
scrambled by the time we complete
hearings. And the list goes on and on.
Almost every one of them plan to
scramble before the end of this year.

If each one that plans to scramble
before the end of this year charged
the consumer $5 to unlock their par-
ticular signal, the cost will be about
$60 to $80 a month for rural people,
for something that people in town get
for a maximum of $40.

There being no objection, the list
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SCRAMBLING PLANS

BET (Black Entertainment TV)—1987.

Bravo—No firm date.

CBN—4th Quarter, 1986.

CNN—July 1986.

Cinemax—January 1986.

Disney Channel—July 1986.

ESPN—Late 1986.

Financial News Network—no firm date.

CNN Headline News—July 1986.

Home Box Office—January 1986.

Home Theater Network—no firm date.

Lifetime—1987.

MTV: Music Videos—July 1986.

The Movie Channel—May 1986.

The Nashville Network—No firm date.

Nickelodeon—July 1986.

Playboy Channel—1987.

Showtime—May 1986.

TEMPO—September 1986.

USA Cable Network—Fourth Quarter,
1986.

VH-1 Video Hits—July 1986.

WOR (superstation)—March 1986.

WTBS—September 1986.

NETWORK FEEDS

NBC: Most broadcasting to affiliates over
cable lines, except some news.

ABC: Plans to scramble in 1987.

CBS: Scrambles part time beginning May
27, 1986; no plan to allow access to dish
OWners.

Mr. President, there is a problem of
equity here. We are not trying to hurt
anybody. It is my firm conviction that
this can be resolved in a way that is
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fair to the rural dish owners, fair to
the cable television companies across
America, fair to the networks, and fair
to all of those independent networks I
mentioned.

The reason we want hearings is to
decide what the fairest and best way
to resolve the issue may be. We have
no intention of trying to do economic
harm to any of these people. By the
same token, I admit that my interest is
in protecting people who have nobody
else to protect them except their elect-
ed representatives.

So, Mr. President, I rose today not to
talk about daylight saving time. I
intend to support the Senator from
Kentucky on that issue. I just want to
say this issue is not going to be over if
it is not resolved in some kind of fair
manner for the rural satellite dish
owners of American.

T.S. FIRE ADMINISTRATION AND THE NATIONAL

FIRE ACADEMY

(By request of Senator GortoN, the
following statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
® Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I
want to commend the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Gorton]l for his
leadership on funding for the U.S.
Fire Administration and the National
Fire Academy.

The budget resolution recently
passed by the Senate, with my sup-
port, calls for unspecified additional
savings in activities with the jurisdic-
tion of the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Administration. The fire pre-
vention, education and control activi-
ties to be authorized by S. 2180 fall
with this jurisdiction.

However, I believe it would be a seri-
ous mistake to try to achieve these
savings by terminating or drastically
reducing funding for the U.S. Fire Ad-
ministration and the National Fire
Academy. Fire is one of the leading
causes of death in this country. Too
often it is reported that this needless
loss of life could have been prevented
through a smoke alarm, better build-
ing materials and, most important,
better education and information.
Spending can be reduced in other
areas of the Federal Government's
emergency management activities if
necessary to meet the targets con-
tained in the resolution.

S. 2180 already reflects the goal of
reducing Federal spending. The bill
provides an 18-percent cut from the
fiscal year 1986 authorization for the
U.S. Fire Administration and a 7-per-
cent cut from the current appropria-
tion for the National Fire Academy.

The bill will support the Academy as
well as other programs by continuing
the valuable courses of instruction
provided to firefighters and other
emergency personnel. It will also re-
store the travel stipends and lodging
costs for the students. This is impor-
tant to many local jurisdictions who
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are unable to afford the costs of send-
ing their people for this vital training.

Many of the 12,000 people per year
who train at the Academy are volun-
teer firefighters. They attend the
weekend programs and without the
National Fire Academy, these dedicat-
ed people would not be able to learn
from the professional staff.

The programs authorized under the
Fire Prevention and Control Act of
1974 are too important to lose. We
simply cannot afford to have the ac-
tivities of the U.S. Fire Administration
and the National Fire Academy elimi-
nated or reduced. As a cosponsor of S.
2180, I look forward to working with
my colleagues to find ways to make
the required budget savings without
impeding essential Federal efforts in
the field of fire prevention and con-
trol.e

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk, pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescined.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
McConnNeLL). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be
a period for the transaction of routine
morning business, not to extend
beyond the hour of 6 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT RECEIVED DURING THE
ADJOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1985, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on May 16, 1986,
received the messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States transmitting
sundry nominations, which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received on May
16, 1986 are printed at the end of the
Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES
REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presid-
ing Officer laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
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States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropri-
ate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:41 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has agreed
to the following concurrent resolution,
with an amendment, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

S. Con. Res. 120. A concurrent resolution
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for the fiscal
years 1987, 1988, and 1989.

The message also announced that
the House has passed the following
joint resolution, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.J. Res. 636. Joint resolution designating
June 26, 1986, as “National Interstate High-
way Day.”

The message further announced
that the House has agreed to the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution, in which
it requests the concurrence of the
Senate:

H. Con. Res. 310. A concurrent resolution
to express the sense of Congress with re-

spect to agricultural loan restructuring and
interest rates.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

At 1:10 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the Speaker has
signed the following enrolled bill and
joint resolutions:

H.R. 4382. An act to require the Architect
of the Capitol to place a plaque at the origi-
nal site of Providence Hospital;

H.J. Res. 234. Joint resolution designating
the week of May 18, 1986, through May 24,
1986, as “National Food Bank Week",;

H.J. Res. 427. Joint resolution designating
the week beginning on May 11, 1986, as “Na-
tional Asthma and Allergy Awareness
Week";

H.J. Res. 492, Joint resolution to designate
the week of June 1, 1986, as “National
Neighborhood Housing Services Week";

H.J. Res. 613. Joint resolution allowing
qualified persons representing all the States
to be naturalized on Ellis Island on July 3 or
4, 1986;

S.J. Res. 246. Joint resolution to designate
May 25, 1986, as "Hands Across America
Day", for the purpose of helping people to
help themselves, and commending United
Support of Artists for Africa and all partici-
pants for their efforts toward combating do-
mestic hunger with a four thousand mile
human chain from coast to coast;

S.J. Res. 266. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to designate the
month of June 1986 as “Youth Suicide Pre-
vention Month";

S.J. Res. 271. Joint resolution designating
“Baltic Freedom Day"; and

8.J. Res. 337. Joint resolution designating
May 18-24, 1986 as “"Just Say No to Drugs
Week".

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tions were subsequently signed by the
President pro tempore (Mr. THUR-
MOND).

MEASURES REFERRED

The following joint resolution was
read the first and second times by
unanimous consent, and referred as in-
dicated:

H.J. Res. 636. Joint resolution designating
June 26, 1986, as “'National Interstate High-
way Day"; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

The following concurrent resolution
was read, and referred to as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 310. Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress with respect
to agricultural loan restructuring and inter-
est rates, to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

MEASURE HELD AT THE DESK

The following concurrent resolution
was ordered held at the desk by unani-
mous consent until the close of busi-
ness on May 20, 1986:

S. Con. Res. 140. Concurrent resolution to
pay tribute to the late William C. Lee and to
designate June 6, 1986, as “William C. Lee
Day".

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate report-
ed that on today, May 19, 1986, she
had presented to the President of the
United States the following enrolled
joint resolutions:

S.J. Res, 246. Joint resolution to designate
May 25, 1986, as '“Hands Across America
Day"”, for the purpose of helping people to
help themselves, and commending United
Support of Artists for Africa and all partici-
pants for their efforts toward combating do-
mestic hunger with a four thousand mile
human chain from coast to coast;

5.J. Res. 266. Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to designate the
month of June 1986 as ‘“Youth Suicide Pre-
vention Month';

S.J. Res. 271. Joint resolution designating
“Baltic Freedom Day";

S.J. Res. 337. Joint resolution designating
%a.ykla—z*;. 1986 as “Just Say No to Drugs

eek"”.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and
documents, which were referred as in-
dicated:

EC-3161. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Admin-
istration transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on a violation of the Anti-Deficiency
Act in the Federal Telecommunications
Fund; to the Committee on Appropriations.

EC-3162. A communication from the
Acting Assistant Secretary of State trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report that the
President has determined it to be in the na-
tional interest to extend credit in excess of
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$50 million to the People’s Republic of
China for purposes of two thermal power
stations; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-3163. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the annual report on the Youth
Conservation Corps; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-3164. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Admin-
istration transmitting, pursuant to law, a
lease prospectus for acquisition of space for
the IRS in Philadelphia, PA.; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-3165. A communication from the Di-
rector of OIRM, Department of the Interi-
or, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on an altered Privacy Act system of records;
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-3166. A communication from the
chairman of the Council on Environmental
Quality transmitting, pursuant to law, the
council’s 1985 Government in the Sunshine
report; to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

EC-3167. A communication from the spe-
cial counsel, Merit Systems Protection
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on an investigation by the Secret
Service into allegations of misuse of Gov-
ernment vehicles and misconduct by em-
ployees of the U.S. Mint in San Franscisco;
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-3168. A communication from the Di-
rector of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment transmitting, pursuant to law, an in-
terim report on changes in matters to be re-
ported in the biennial report on the Senior
Executive Service; to the Committee on
Governmental Affairs.

EC-3169. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of the Interior transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a plan for the use of
funds awarded the White Earth Band of
Chippewa Indians; to the Select Committee
on Indian Affairs.

EC-3170. A communication from the di-
rector of the National Legislative Commis-
sion of the American Legion transmitting,
pursuant to law, the Legion’s financial
statements for 1985, to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EC-3171. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education transmitting, pursuant
to law, notice of final funding priorities for
projects initiating special recreation pro-
grams for handicapped individuals, to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-3172. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education transmitting, pursuant
to law, final regulations under the Educa-
tion Consolidation and Improvement Act; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES SUB-
MITTED DURING THE AD-
JOURNMENT

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of May 15, 1986, the follow-
ing reports of committees were sub-
mitted on May 16, 1986, during the ad-
journment of the Senate:

By Mr. ROTH, from the committee of
conference:

Report of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 2672) to redesignate the New York
International and Bulk Mail Center in
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Jersey City, NJ, as the “New Jersey Interna-
tional and Bulk Mail Center,” and to honor
the memory of a former postal employee by
dedicating a portion of a street at the New
York International and Bulk Mail Center in
Jersey City, NJ, as “Michael McDermott
Place” (Rept. No. §9-302).

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, with an amendment in
the nature of a substitute:

S. 1822, A bill to amend the Copyright Act
in section 601 of title 17, United States
Code, to provide for the manufacture and
public distribution of certain copyrighted
material (with minority views) (Rept. No.
99-303).

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on
Governmental Affairs, without amendment:

S. Res. 410. An original resolution waiving
section 303(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to the consider-
ation of the conference report on H.R. 2671.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself and Mr.
DANFORTH):

S. 2464. A bill to require Senate confirma-
tion of appointments of the Chairman and
Vice Chairman of the U.S. International
Trade Commission; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. DoLge, Mr. BRADLEY, MTr.
CHILES, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. ZorINskKY, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr.
INOUYE, Mrs. HAWKINS, Mr. GRass-
LEY, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MURKOW-
sK1, Mr. Burpick, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr,
Horrings, Mr. CraNsTON, Mr.
McCLURE, Mr. TRiBLE, Mr. SPECTER,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. Dopp, Mr. GRaAMM, and
Mr. D’AMATO):

8.J. Res. 349. Joint resolution to designate
the week of May 25, 1986, through May 31,
1986, as “Critical Care Week"; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself, Mr.
ABDNOR, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BoscH-
wi1TZ, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
CocHRAN, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. CRANSTON,
Mr. Dixon, Mr. DoLe, Mr. HaTcCH,
Mrs. Hawgins, Mr. HoLLiNgs, Mr.
INoUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. MATHIAS,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MELCHER, Mr.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. NICKLES, Mr.
Nunw, Mr. PeL., Mr. QuUaYLE, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. WEICKER,
Mr. WiLson, and Mr. ZORINSKY )

5.J. Res. 350. Joint resolution to designate
1987 as “The National Year of the Ameri-
cas”; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent and
Senate resolutions were read, and re-
ferred (or acted upon), as indicated:
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By Mr. MATTINGLY:

S. Res. 409. A resolution to express the
sense of the Senate that the tax reform leg-
islation, when that bill is signed into law,
remain unchanged for a minimum of 5 years
for the purpose of promoting economic
growth and opportunity; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee
on Governmental Affairs:

S. Res. 410. An original resolution waiving
section 303(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 with respect to the conference
report on H.R. 2672; to the Committee on
the Budget.

By Mr. SYMMS:

S. Res. 411. A resolution expressing the
support and encouragement of the Senate
for those working for freedom and against
communism in Southwest Africa/Namibia;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr.
KenneEDY, Mr. DoLE, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr.
CHILES, Mr, NICKLES, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. ZoriNskKY, Mr. RIEGLE, MTr.
INoUYE, Mrs. HAWKINS, Mr. GRASSLEY,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
BuURDICK, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. HOLLINGS,
Mr. CransTON, Mr. McCLURE, Mr.
TRIBLE, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. THURMOND,
Mr. ANnpDrRews, Mr. KErryY, Mr. Dobp,
Mr. Gramm, and Mr. D'AMATO):

S.J. Res. 349. Joint resolution to des-
ignate the week of May 25, 1986,

through May 31, 1986, as “Critical
Care Week'; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

CRITICAL CARE WEEK

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I
am introducing a joint resolution
which designates the last week in May
as “Critical Care Week.” Passage of
this resolution will assist private ef-
forts to increase public awareness, im-
prove family support programs and ad-
vance the research of critical care
medicine.

Critical care medicine is a broad
term describing the medical treatment
for patients in life-threatening situa-
tions requiring immediate care. Coro-
nary, respiratory, neonatal, trauma,
and intensive care units are all part of
critical care medicine.

There are already more than 4,300
critical care units in the United States.
Where these units are available, they
often serve as many as 15 percent of
hospital inpatients. Every congression-
al district has a constituent who has
depended on critical care medicine.
For instance in 1984 there were 1.1
million critical care cases in California
or, in a State of 25 million, 1 out of 24
citizens needed critical care medicine.

Critical care is comprised of physi-
cians, nurses, therapists, and industry
dedicated to the delivery of care to the
critically ill. These individuals must
specialize in many different areas of
medicine since critically ill patients
may develop complications which
overlap any one medical specialty.
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On May 29, 1986, the Foundation for
Critical Care Medicine will hold a
fundraiser to increase public education
efforts. I, along with Senator KENNEDY,
am an honorary cochairman of this
event and I would like to thank my
fellow colleagues who are honorary
committee members for giving their
support to this effort. It is clear that
critical care is a vital medical profes-
sion deserving of congressional recogni-
tion and I urge all of my colleagues to
support this joint resolution.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
welcome the opportunity to join my
colleagues in the Senate in cosponsor-
ing this joint resolution which desig-
nates May 25-31 as “Critical Care
Week.” This week is dedicated to en-
hance public education efforts, to im-
prove family support programs, and to
underline the commitment of thou-
sands of health care professionals who
devote their professional lives to the
care of patients who need immediate
and advanced medical services.

There are millions of cases annually
across the Nation where such care is
essential. Auto accidents, strokes, and
neonatal complications all are exam-
ples of life-threatening situations
where critical care must be swift and
expert. The timing of “Critical Care
Week" is particularly relevant, too, be-
cause as we enter the summer season
the numbers of swimming and boating
accidents will rise.

While we all hope that we will never
be in need of critical care, we want
care to be accessible and excellent if
the necessity should arise. We want
that service for ourselves and for our
loved ones. And we want it to be avail-
able in our neighborhoods and wherev-
er we may travel.

Thus, it is fitting that we recognize
the efforts of the many professionals
across America who are devoted to
critical care.
® Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to cosponsor legislation intro-
duced by my colleague from Utah, Mr.
HatcH, regarding critical care. I am
pleased he has brought this serious
issue to our attention.

Critical care is a rapidly changing
and expanding area of medicine. It in-
cludes intensive care units, trauma
centers, burn units, coronary care
units, and neonatal and pediatric
ICU's. Without a doubt, critical care
addresses the most chronic and inten-
sive illnesses in the country.

Critical care affects individuals we
come into contact with daily. In 1984,
1 out of every 24 individuals needed
critical care. Many of these cases were
individuals involved in auto accidents,
heart attacks, strokes, or industrial ac-
cidents. In 1984, 44,241 individuals
died in auto accidents; 547,000 died as
a result of a heart attack; and 156,000
died from a stroke.
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As a member of the honorary com-
mittee of the Foundation for Critical
Care Medicine, I am pleased to sup-
port the recognition of such worthy
medical services. I am committed to
quality care in this area and to in-
creased public education and aware-
ness about critical care medicine.

It is my hope that increased aware-
ness about critical care will help this
Nation better address this serious
problem.e

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

Due to a mechanical malfunction,
the additional cosponsors for May 19,
1986, will be shown in the Recorp of
May 20, 1986.

SENATE RESOLUTION 409—SENSE
OF THE SENATE REGARDING
TAX REFORM LEGISLATION

Mr. MATTINGLY submitted the
following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

S. REes. 409

Whereas previous, constant, and conflict-
ing policy changes in the tax code by the
Congress make it difficult for individuals to
properly plan for their future;

Whereas such constant and conflicting
policy changes by the Congress retard cap-
ital formation by increasing risks;

Whereas such constant and conflicting
policy changes by the Congress place undue
burdens on individuals and businesses by re-
quiring the otherwise unnecessary utiliza-
tion of financial resources in anticipation of
such changes and modifications;

Whereas the Internal Revenue Service is
drained of limited resources in trying to
adapt to such changes in the tax code, and
the ensuing problems are in turn trans-
ferred to taxpayers,

Whereas one of the greatest burdens
placed upon small businesses is the paper-
work required to comply with the tax code,
and constant changes by Congress unnessar-
ily compound this paperwork burden,;

Whereas any tax reform legislation passed
by the Congress should stimulate economic
growth, encourage investment, promote cap-
ital formation, expand job opportunities,
and encourage savings; and

Whereas the American taxpayer deserves
certainty in the tax treatment of economic
decisions: Now therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the
Senate that the tax reform legislation,
when that bill is signed into law, remain un-
changed for a minimum of five years, so as
to provide stability for the American tax-
payer and the private sector.

SENATE RESOLUTION 410—WAIV-
ING CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET
ACT WITH RESPECT TO CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2672

Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on
Governmental Affairs, reported the
following original resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on the
Budget:

S. REs. 410

Resolved, That, pursuant to section 303(a)

of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
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section 303(a) of that Act be waived with re-
spect to the consideration of the Conference
Report on H.R. 2672, the Federal Employ-
ee's Retirement System Act of 1986, a bill to
provide supplemental retirement benefits
for employees of the federal civilian service
who are covered by Social Security as man-
dated by the Social Security Amendments
of 1983.

H.R. 2672 would violate section 303(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 be-
cause the bill provides new entitlement au-
thority to become effective during fiscal
year 1987 and would result in a change in
revenues effective during fiscal year 1987,
before the first concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 1987 has been agreed
to.

The budget authority provided in H.R.
2672 authorizes contributions from the em-
ployee and the employing agency to the
pension system to fund future retirement
benefits and authorizes the payment of en-
titlement benefits to individuals qualifying
for such benefits under the provisions of
H.R. 2672,

SENATE RESOLUTION 411-EX-
PRESSING SUPPORT FOR
THOSE WORKING FOR FREE-
DOM AND AGAINST COMMU-
NISM IN SOUTH AFRICA/NA-
MIBIA

Mr. SYMMS submitted the follow-
ing resolution; which was referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations:

S. Res. 411

Whereas, the President of the United
States has expressed U.S. foreign policy as
opposing Soviet-backed terrorist compaigns
to subvert or seize control of non-Soviet
countries and territories in various parts of
the world, including Central America, S.E.
Asia, the Middle East, Afghanistan and
South West Africa;

Whereas, approximately 40,000 Cuban
combat soldiers and several thousand Soviet
and East German advisers presently occupy
Angola and lend support to the Soviet-
backed terrorist campaign of SWAPO
(South West Africa People's Organization),
operating from bases in southern Angola, to
seize control of Namibia before that terri-
tory can achieve internationally acceptable
independence;

Whereas, the United Nations General As-
sembly continues to designate SWAPO as
the “sole and authentic" representative of
the people of Namibia, accord SWAPO per-
manent observer status at the U.N., and fi-
nance SWAPO propaganda offices and
meetings throughout the world, while refus-
ing to recognize the various Namibian par-
ties who make up Namibia’s Multi-Party
Conference;

Whereas, on June 17, 1985, the Republic
of South Africa voluntarily and as a result
of the peaceful negotiations with Namibia’'s
political leaders of the Namibia Multi-Party
Conference, effected a complete transfer of
all administrative powers of local self-gov-
ernment that were previously exercised by
the Administrator-General for Namibia, and
official appointed by South Africa;

Whereas, Namibia’s political party leaders
acting on behalf of the people of Namibia
immediately established Namibia's Transi-
tional Government of National Unity and
invited all political parties, including
SWAPO, to participate in exercising the
powers of local self-government enjoyed for
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the first time since 1884 by the people of
Namibia;

Whereas, Namibia's Transitional Govern-
ment of National Unity opposes apartheid
in all its forms and has abolished apartheid
in Namibia;

Whereas, SWAPO, under Soviet direction,
has refused to cooperate or participate in
any democratic or peaceful process leading
to Namibian independence;

Whereas, historic U.S. foreign policy has
encouraged and aided indigenous political
groups and similar organizations in develop-
ing countries which seek to establish non-
Soviet controlled and democratic govern-
ments;

Whereas, Namibia's Transitional Govern-
ment of National Unity and the various po-
litical parties comprising Namibia’'s Multi-
Party Conference represent the most hope-
ful, reasonable and constructive avenue to
achieve peace in South West Africa and
should be supported by the United States;

Now, therefore be it, resolved: That it is
the sense of the U.S. Senate that—

(1) The United States should continue to
pursue serious multi-lateral initiatives
aimed at achieving removal of all Cuban
combat troops now occupying Angola, clo-
sure of all SWAPO bases in southern
Angola and impartiality by United Nations
in treatment of all Namibian political par-
ties wishing to appear at the United Na-
tions, and

(2) The Department of State should im-
mediately establish contact with the leaders
of all political parties who make up the Na-
mibia Multi-Party Conference and Namibia
Tr:nsitional Government of National Unity,
an

(3) The United States Government should
implement its support for Namibia's Transi-
tional Government of National Unity pend-
ing a negotiated plan for internationally ac-
ceptable independence by—

(a) Establishing an interest section in
Windhoek.

(b) Dispatching a delegation of officials to
Windhoek for bilateral talks.

(¢) Including Namibia among African na-
tions receiving aid from the U.S. and inter-
national organizations the U.S. supports.

(d) Establishing Peace Corps representa-
tion in Namibia.

(e) Encouraging U.S. private investment in
Namibia.

(f) Supporting Namibia's control of its
fishing industry by requiring other nations
to adhere to generally recognized interna-
tional rules and existing agreements.

(g) Inviting all Namibian political parties,
including Namibia’s Multi-Party Confererice
and SWAPO, to meet in an all-parties con-
ference to develop a consensus on the time
and method for achieving independence of
Namibia free from foreign control.
® Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, on De-
cember 19 last year the Secretary of
State appointed a 12-member Advisory
Committee on South Africa to recom-
mend measures the United States can
take to “encourage peaceful change”
in South Africa and “be most effective
in promoting equal rights in South
Africa and ending apartheid.”

The Namibian Transitional Govern-
ment of National Unity and the Multi-
Party Conference are exercising all
powers of local self-government pend-
ing genuine independence for Na-
mibia, which since 1920 has been ad-
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ministered by South Africa pursuant
to a League of Nations mandate.

The Namibia TGNU and Multi-
Party Conference support the U.S.
policy of peaceful change and an end
to apartheid in South Africa. Indeed,
on April 9 of this year the Namibian
National Assembly abolished apart-
heid in South West Africa/Namibia.

In order to support President Rea-
gan's policy of U.S. Government sup-
port for internal political groups op-
posing the Soviet expansionist cam-
paign in southern Africa, I am intro-
ducing the following “sense of the
Senate” resolution for consideration

by the U.S. Senate.@

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

FEDERAL FIRE PREVENTION
AND CONTROL ACT AUTHORI-
ZATION

GORTON (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1967

Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr,
MITCHELL, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. WILSON,
Mr. PeLL, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. BOSCHWITZ,
Mr. CoHEN, and Mr. MATSUNAGA) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill (S.
2180) to authorize appropriations for
activities under the Federal Fire Pre-
vention and Control Act of 1974; as
follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:

Skc. 2. (a) The Congress finds—

(1) that various studies of governmental
and nongovernmental agencies indicate that
daylight saving time over an expanded
period would produce a significant energy
savings in electrical power consumption;

(2) that daylight saving time may yield
energy savings in other areas besides electri-
cal power consumption;

(3) that daylight saving time over an ex-
panded period could serve as an incentive
for further energy conservation by individ-
uals, companies, and the various govern-
mental entities at all levels of government,
and that such energy conservation efforts
could lead to greatly expanded energy sav-
ings; and

(4) that the use of daylight saving time
over an expanded period could have other
beneficial effects on the public interest, in-
cluding the reduction of crime, improved
traffic safety, more daylight outdoor play-
time for the children and youth of our
Nation, greater utilization of parks and
recreation areas, expanded economic oppor-
tunity through extension of daylight hours
to peak shopping hours and through exten-
sion of domestic office hours to periods of
greater overlap with the European Econom-
ic Community.

(b) Section 3(a) of the Uniform Time Act
of 1966 (15 U.S.C. 260a(a)) is amended by
striking “last Sunday of April” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “first Sunday of April”.

(c) Any law in effect on the date of the en-
actment of this Act—

(1) adopted pursuant to section 3(a)}2) of
the Uniform Time Act of 1966 by a State
with parts thereof in more than one time
zone, or
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(2) adopted pursuant to section 3(a)1) of
such Act by a State that lies entirely within
one time zone,
shall be held and considered to remain in
effect as the exercise by that State of the
exemption permitted by such Act unless the
State, by law, provides that such exemption
shall not apply.

(d)X1) Notwithstanding any other law. or
any regulation issued under any such law,
the Federal Communications Commission
shall, consistent with any existing treaty or
other agreement, make such adjustment by
general rules, or by interim action pending
such general rules, with respect to hours of
operation of daytime standard amplitude
modulation broadeast stations, as may be
consistent with the public interest, includ-
ing the public’'s interest in receiving inter-
ference-free service.

(2) Such general rules, or interim action,
may include variances with respect to oper-
ating power and other technical operating
characteristics.

(3) Subsequent to the adoption of such
general rules, they may be, varied with re-
spect to particular stations and areas be-
cause of the exigencies in each case.

(e) This section shall take effect 60 days
after the date of enactment of this Act,
except that if such effective date occurs in
any calendar year after March 1, this sec-
tion shall take effect on the first day of the
following calendar year.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry has
scheduled a committee business ses-
sion to consider reporting the nomina-
tions of Hon. Frank W. Naylor, Jr. and
Dr. Marvin R. Duncan to be members
of the Farm Credit administration
Board, Farm Credit Administration.

The meeting will begin at 10 a.m., on
Tuesday, May 20, 1986, in room 332,
Russell Senate Office Building.

For further information, please con-
tact Warren Oxford or Terry Wear of
the committee staff at 224-2035.

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that the committee’s
notice which appeared in the May 16,
1986, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, con-
tained a misprint. The Senate Small
Business Committee’s oversight hear-
ing on the implementation of the
Prompt Payment Act, Public Law 97-
177, will take place on Thursday, June
19, 1986, and not in July, as was erro-
neously printed by the REecorp. The
hearing will commence at 10 a.m. and
will be held in room 428A of the Rus-
sell Senate Office Building. For fur-
ther information, please contact Wil-
liam B. Montalto, procurement policy
counsel for the committee, at 224-
51175.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY RESEARCH AND

DEVELOPMENT

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public
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that the Subcommittee on Energy Re-
search and Development of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources will conduct the following
oversight hearings:

Monday, June 16, beginning at 1
p.m. in room SD-366 of the Senate
Dirksen Office Building in Washing-
ton, DC, on the second waste reposi-
tory site selection under the Depart-
ment of Energy’'s Office of Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management.

Monday, June 23, beginning at 2
p.m. in room SD-366 of the Senate
Dirksen Office Building in Washing-
ton, DC, on the Department of Ener-
gy's budget authority—Office of
Energy Research and Office of Envi-
ronment, Health and Safety.

Those wishing to testify or who wish
to submit written statements for the
hearing record, should write to the
Subcommittee on Energy Research
and Development, Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC 20510.

For further information regarding
this hearing, please contact Ms. Mari-
lyn Meigs or Mr. K.P. Lau on the sub-
committee staff at 202-224-4431.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES
TO MEET

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSUMER

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Con-
sumer Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Monday, May 19, to conduct a hearing
on the pending product liability legis-
lation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

U.N. VOTING PATTERNS SEND
DISTURBING SIGNALS

® Mr. KEASTEN. Mr. President, this is
the Year of Liberty, the year during
which we will rededicate the statue in
New York harbor that for the past
century has welcomed to our shores
and to a new life the oppressed, impov-
erished citizens of the world.

And in rededicating ourselves to the
principles of liberty that make this
Nation great, we also are renewing our
commitment as a nation blessed by
prosperity to help those countries less
fortunate than ourselves.

American largesse is historic. It also
is taken for granted. And while we
should never as a nation turn our
backs on those in need, we must seri-
ously consider our priorities in giving
aid to the world.

Consider this disturbing fact: The
159 member states of the United Na-
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tions voted against American interests
in the General Assembly last year on
average 80 percent of the time.

Mr. President, that is the conclusion
of the third annual “Kasten Report,"”
the study of U.N. voting patterns done
by the U.S. State Department in ac-
cordance with legislation I sponsored
requiring these annual reports.

The report shows -that once again
Israel is our staunchest ally, siding
with us on 91.5 percent of the votes
before the General Assembly. A
number of our NATO allies—the
United Kingdom (86.6 percent), West
Germany (84.4 percent), France (82.7
percent, up from 72 percent in 1984),
Belgium (82.3 percent), and Italy (81.8
percent) all increased their support for
the United States.

But, unfortunately, they were the
exceptions to what is becoming a dis-
turbing rule.

Mr. President, most of the time, on
most of the critical issues facing our
Nation, we stand almost alone in the
United Nation.

According to the State Department
analysis, the key issues before the
General Assembly included positions
taken by the United Nations on terror-
ism, the Soviet invasion and continued
occupation of Afghanistan, Vietnam’s
occupation of Cambodia, the Arab-Is-
raeli conflict, apartheid, human rights
abuses in several countries, and efforts
to delete instances of name calling
against various United States foreign
policy positions.

It is a sad reality, Mr. President,
that we cannot even count on other
NATO allies to support our positions
with any consistency. Turkey and
Greece, particularly, two countries
which receive hundreds of millions of
dollars in United States aid each year,
voted consistently against us—Turkey
60 percent of the time and Greece 66
percent of the time.

Turkey refused to criticize human
rights abuses in Iran and supported
name-calling attacks against United
States policy in the Middle East—both
considered key votes by the State De-
partment.

It should not be surprising that the
strongest opposition to our positions,
in addition to Communist block na-
tions in Eastern Europe, comes from
the 21-member Arab group. It support-
ed America on only 12.2 percent of the
votes.

African nations, many of which look
to America for the very survival of
their people, gave us their support on
only 15.1 percent of the votes.

There is a bright spot in the most
recent “Kasten Report.” Since our lib-
eration of that Grenada, that country
has become an increasingly dependa-
ble friend of America at the United
Nations. In 1983, Grenada opposed our
position in the General Assembly
more than 80 percent of the time. But
in 1984, it supported us in 60 percent

of the votes, and it has since raised its
level of support to over 70 percent.

Mr. President, we are not attempting
to buy votes with the aid we send to
the needy nations of the world. But we
do have the right to expect that if
these nations aggressively seek our as-
sistance, our money, and our protec-
tion, they in turn will support the po-
sitions that continue to keep our
Nation strong enough and vital
enough to continue sending such as-
sistance.

And yet, many of these nations are
nowhere in sight when we need their
support in the United Nations.

According to this most recent U.N.
vote analysis, Egypt, a major recipient
of United States foreign aid, opposed
our positions a shocking 85 percent of
the time. Even the Philippines sup-
ported us on only 22 percent of the
General Assembly votes.

I urge all of my colleagues to care-
fully consider the pattern of voting by
those nations who seek, and receive,
our aid. In these times of cutting back
we must place priorities not only on
how our dollars are spent, but where.

The American people expect no less
of their elected representatives.

Mr. President, I ask that the Gener-
al Assembly voting record be placed in
the RECORD.

The material follows:

Africa:

Ivory Coast

Malawi

Liberia

Zaire

Mauritius

Swaziland

Equatorial Guinea

Central African Rep

Gabon

Senegal

Togo

Sierra Leone

Cameroon

Chad

Niger

Botswana

Rwanda

Kenya

Somalia

Mauritania

Lesotho

Burundi

Morocco

Sudan

Egypt
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Zimbabwe
Djibouti
Tunisia
Ghana....
Uganda
Burkina Faso
Guinea Bissau
Comoros
Guinea

Cape Verde
Seychelles, The
Congo
Tanzania ...
Mali
Madagascar
Sao Tome and Principe.......cccianies
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Ethiopia

Benin

Libya

Mozambique

Algeria
Angola

Group average

U.N. VotiNnG RECORD 40TH GENERAL

ASSEMBLY !

ALL UNGA PLENARY VOTES 2

[Percent Coincidence with U.S. Votes (Yes/No))

Asia and the Pacific:

Japan

Australia

New Zealand

Solomons

Singapore

Papua New Guinea
Thailand

Philippines

Kampuchea

Nepal

Burma.

Sir Lanka

Malaysia

Bangladesh

Pakistan

China

Brunei

Indonesia

Jordan

Saudi Arabia

Vanuatu

Lebanon

Bahrain

Qatar

Emirates...

Maldives

Kuwait

Cyprus..

Iran

Mongolia

Yemen (A.R.)

Afghanistan

Laos

Yemen (P.D.R.) i

Group average

The Americas:

Grenada

Canada

St. Christopher and Nevis
Belize

Paraguay

St. Vincent and Grenadines .............

Chile

El Salvador

Honduras

Costa Rica

Colombia

St. Lucia

Guatemala

Antigua and Barbuda
Dominican Republic
Ecuador

Dominica

Haiti

Jamaica

Barbados

Panama

Venezuela

Bahamas

66.3
60.2
55.3
48.1
27.4
26.0
23.6
23.1
22.4
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Bolivia
Uruguay
Trinidad and TODAZO ......ccocersssescsrnnne
Peru
Argentina
Suriname
Brazil
Mexico
Guyana

Nicaragua
Cuba

18.5
18.1
17.9
17.8
16.4
16.2
16.0
14.5

Group average

Western Europe:

United Kingdom
Federal Rep. Germany.
France
Belgium
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal
Iceland
Norway
Denmark
Spain
Ireland
Sweden
Austria
Finland
Turkey
Greece
Malta

Group average

No Affiliation:
Israel

Eastern Europe
Poland
Romania

Byelorussia S.S.R.......cccccesnnisansnesssnnns
Czechoslovakia

German Democratic Rep......ccccinnen
USSR
Yugoslavia
Albania

Group average

1 Table contains all countries which participated
in the 40th UNGA, September-December 1985.

2 Table reflects all votes recorded in UNGA plena-
ry, including votes on separate paragraphs.e

FAMILY CAREGIVERS
RESOLUTION

¢ Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, it is my
pleasure to join the distinguished
ranking minority member of the
Senate Aging Committee and a
number of our colleagues in introduc-
ing a resolution designating the week
of November 24, 1986, as the first “Na-
tional Family Caregivers Week."”
Recognizing family caregivers is im-
portant because the bulk of personal
care for the frail elderly falls largely
on the family, not on the Federal Gov-
ernment or outside social service agen-
cies. For every person 65 years of age
and older residing in a nursing home,
there are nearly twice as many per-
sons residing in the community requir-
ing similar levels of care. Eighty per-
cent of the disabled elderly receive
care from family members, most fre-
quently from wives, daughters, and
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daughters-in-law. For many, this is a
round-the-clock responsibility that
leaves the caregiver emotionally and
physically exhausted.

The reliance on families for care,
and the stress associated with caregiv-
ing is certain in the future because of
three major trends. First, the elderly
population has grown much more rap-
idly in the 20th century than has the
rest of the population and this trend
will continue into the 21st century.
For families, this trend is especially
important since the population group
of seniors age 85 and older is the fast-
est growing age group in our society.
Typically, seniors in this age group
need far more assistance due to chron-
ic disabling conditions than seniors of
other ages, and most of this assistance
is provided by their families.

Second, as the population continues
to age, we will find more elderly being
cared for by adult children who them-
selves are older and who suffer chron-
ic impairments. Additionally, many
adult children who care for elderly
parents also care for children of their
own. The stress placed on these indi-
viduals is especially severe.

Third, women, who traditionally
have provided the bulk of assistance to
the disabled elderly, are now forced to
choose between caregiving and partici-
pating in the paid labor force. Labor
force participation rates for women
have increased to about 55 percent in
1984. Almost 64 percent of women
aged 45 to 54 years old—those who are
most likely to have parents in the

oldest age group—were in the labor
force in 1984.

“National Family Caregivers Week"
would recognize the vital role of these

caregivers, Family caregivers make
enormous personal and financial sacri-
fices to care for their loved ones. Their
contributions help maintain strong
family ties and strengthen intergener-
ational support. The cash value of
caregiving services provided by fami-
lies far exceeds the combined cost of
Government and professional services
to the elderly living in the community
and in institutions.

Acknowledgment of the valuable
contributions of the family caregiver
would provide for greater public
awareness of and community support
for these Americans. It is my sincere
hope that public recognition of the
often heroic efforts of family care-
givers would help to increase the avail-
ability of respite care and other sup-
portive services. Family caregivers are
a silent majority that deserves our
support and our deep appreciation.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to join us in supporting this resolution
and I commend my distinguished col-
league, Senator GLENN, for his leader-
ship in this area.e

T — e —
FRED L. ESKEW

® Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President,
Maryland lost one of its most out-
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standing citizens and public servants
recently with the death of Fred L.
Eskew, assistant secretary of the
Maryland Department of Natural Re-
sources.

It was Fred Eskew, more than any
single person in the State of Mary-
land, who was responsible for the de-
velopment of Maryland’s very success-
ful Open Space Program. Almost every
community in Maryland benefited in
one way or another from his foresight
and his effective management of this
Federal and State program.

A native of Washington, DC, he
graduated from St. John's College
High School in Washington, DC, in
1957. He attended Randolph Macon
College, Ashland, VA, and graduated
from the University of Maryland in
1964 with a bachelor of science degree
in recreation and parks administra-
tion. He was further recognized that
same year as the outstanding graduat-
ing senior in the parks and recreation
department at Maryland. He also took
advanced studies in urban and region-
al planning from the University of
Northern Colorado at Greeley. On two
other occasions, the University of
Maryland College of Physical Educa-
tion, Recreation, and Health honored
Mr. Eskew with their outstanding
achiever award for his work with
public parks and recreation.

During his career, he served on the
professional staffs of the Prince
George's County Recreation Depart-
ment, the Charles County Department
of Parks and Recreation, the Mary-
land Department of Forests and
Parks, and the Maryland Department
of Natural Resources. He also worked
extensively with the Maryland Gener-
al Assembly to develop and enhance
numerous State laws affecting public
parks, recreation, and natural resource
management. He was a noted author-
ity on State law relating to public
parks, recreation, open space, and nat-
ural resources.

One of his major successes was
Maryland’s “Open Space Program.” As
its first director in December 1971, he
initiated timely and unique policies
making this program one of the most
successful and innovative State grants-
in-aid programs in the United States.
Program Open Space has assisted the
purchase and development of more
than 2,200 local parks and recreation
areas in every Maryland county and
town. It has also provided more than
90,000 acres of State natural resource
lands and parks to the State of Mary-
land.

Following his appointment as chair-
man of the Governor's commission to
study concessions in Maryland State
parks in August 1976, he was instru-
mental in establishing private enter-
prise concessions on certain State
lands, including Rosaryville State
Park in Prince George's County, Fair
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Hill Natural Resources Management
area in Cecil County, and Somers Cove
Marina in Somerset County.

He also worked to reduce construc-
tion costs on certain new State park
and other public facilities by organiz-
ing construction crews for small park
projects. Another project, in coopera-
tion with District II of the Federated
Garden Clubs of Maryland, was a joint
effort to plan and develop the Helen
Avalynne Tawes Garden in Annapolis.
It is located at the department of nat-
ural resources headquarters.

Mr. Eskew had a particular concern
for natural area preservation as well
as outdoor recreation. He had consid-
erable involvement in efforts to re-
serve the “Belt Woods” near Largo in
Prince George's County which has
been recognized as one of the oldest
stands of oak and poplar in the State
and is now designated a National Nat-
ural Landmark.

Mr. Eskew served as president of the
Maryland Recreation and Parks Asso-
ciation which awarded him its “Honor
Member” citation. He worked closely
with a number of conservation organi-
zations such as the Nature Conservan-
cy who awarded him its Certificate of
Special Recognition. In 1983, he was
appointed by Gov. Harry Hughes as
the State liaison officer representing
Maryland efforts to utilize Federal
Land and Water Conservation Funds
for supplementing State and local out-
door recreation projects. Recently, he
submitted a paper to the President’s
Commission on Americans Outdoors
recommending a funding procedure
for publie parks and recreation for the
next 30 years. He worked with a varie-
ty of special groups from all over
Maryland, including watermen from
Somerset County, Washington County
Boy Scouts, the Cecil County Fair As-
sociation, and varied interests at Fair
Hill in Cecil County.

Dr. Torrey C. Brown, secretary of
the department of natural resources,
remarked,

Fred Eskew was a respected public park
and recreational professional leader and is
remembered for his calm and determined ef-
forts, His efforts have contributed toward a
marked improvement in the quality of life
throughout the State of Maryland for all its
citizens, both now and in the future.

Fred Eskew’s passing is a great loss
to the people of Maryland.e

ANNUAL FINANCIAL DISCLO-
SURE OF SENATOR STAFFORD

@ Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, in
each of the last 12 years, I have made
public disclosures of my financial
holdings, along with summaries of my
Federal tax return.

I have pledged that I would issue a
similar report to the citizens of Ver-
mont each year for the remainder of
my time in public office.
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In keeping with that promise, I am
once again issuing a public statement
of financial disclosure.

The financial statement shows that
my wife, Helen, and I had net assets of
$805,000 as of May 15, when the eval-
uation was made.

The statement I am making public
details our holdings, including bank
accounts, cash value of life insurance
and Federal retirement fund, real and
personal property we own, and stocks
and bonds.

The majority of the stocks and
bonds listed were owned by us before I
entered public office in Vermont 31
years ago.

The summary of our joint Federal
income tax return shows that Mrs.
Stafford and I had an adjusted gross
income of $126,000 last year. Of that
total, $75,100 came from my salary as
a U.S. Senator.

Our total tax bill for the year was
more than $46,000, of which more
than $37,000 was in Federal income
taxes and more than $8,800 in Ver-
mont State income taxes.

I shall ask that details of our finan-
cial statement be printed in the
REcorp, as in the past. And, as I have
done in each of the last 12 years, I am
making copies of the statement avail-
able to newspapers, radio and televi-
sion stations, and other news services
in Vermont.

This information is being made
public because I remain convinced
that those who serve in Government,
as well as Government itself, must be
as open and candid as possible with
the public.

The net assets of the Staffords in-
creased by $45,000 last year, thanks to
the bullish state of the American
economy. A major portion of our
assets continues to consist of homes in
Virginia and Vermont whose estimated
fair market value is $320,000.

One of the best ways Americans
have to judge whether their Govern-
ment and their officials are acting
properly is to provide full disclosure of
all interests of Government and of
those who make decisions in Govern-
ment.

Thus, I invite all Vermonters—and
all other Americans—to examine my
financial interests and to match those
interests with my record as a public of-
ficial.

We have made some progress in pro-
viding the public with more informa-
tion about the interests and activities
of public officials, but we have a long
way to go in providing full public dis-
closure.

I shall continue to support legisla-
tion that provides greater ventilation
of the way we do business in Govern-
ment. In the meantime, I shall contin-
ue to make my own full disclosure to
my fellow Vermonters.

The material follows:
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Summary of 1985 joint Federal, income tax
refurn of Robert T. and Helen K. Stafford

Income:
Salary
Interest
Dividends
Honoraria
Other 17,831.88

Total iIncome.......ccunsunseerensnese 1289,782.55
Adjustments to income: Allow-

able congressional expenses
not reimbursed

$75,100.00
10,879.04
3,471.63
22,500.00

Total adjustmen
BRI o ettt
Adjusted gross income
Deductions
Exemptions 4,160.00
Taxable income 112,349.96
Federal income tax due and paid.

37,356.28
Certificates of deposit:

Chittenden Trust Co
First Vermont Bank
Howard Bank
Howard Bank
Marble Savings Bank..
Proctor Bank.

126,777.57
10,267.61

10,000.00
10,000.00
10,000.00
10,000.00
10,000.00

Vermont National Bank.... 10,000.00
Vermont National Bank .... .. 10,000.00
Vermont Federal Bank............... 10,000.00

Total 100,000.00

Checking accounts:
First Virginia Bank .......cccvunnises
Howard Bank
Riggs National Bank

Total

600.00

Life insurance:
Connecticut General
MONY
NYLIC
NSLI
Travelers

Total

Real estate (estimated market
value):
3541 Devon Dr., Falls Church,
VA
27 Howard Avenue, Rutland,
vT

160,000.00

60,000.00

64 Litchfield Avenue, Rutland,
VT

100,000.00

Total 320,000.00

Additional assets:
Contributions to Federal re-
tirement (Dec. 31, 1985)..........
Law library and office furni-
ture
Boat and two cars
Personal property

88,063.87

2,000.00
80,000.00
35,000.00

205,063.87

Total

Stock name Shares

AT&T
Cons EUF;H of New York (common)

Navistar International (formerly Internation-
al Harvester).
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FISCAL YEAR 1986 SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR CBO WEEKLY HONORING NAVAL AIR STATION
SCOREKEEPING REPORT, U.S. SENATE, 99TH CONGRESS, BARBERS POINT

Shares Value

e 0 35%......
WOt L% gk
8 at 1%,

9.186.77
. 805,511 B4

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING
REPORT

e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
ask to have printed in the ReEcorp the
budget scorekeeping report for this
week,” prepared by the Congressional
Budget Office in response to section 5
of the first budget resolution for fiscal
year 1986." This report also serves as
the scorekeeping report for the pur-
poses of section 311 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, ‘‘as amended.”
U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, May 19, 1986.

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Committee on the Budgel,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR. MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report
shows the effects of congressional action on
the budget for fiscal year 1986. The estimat-
ed totals of budget authority, outlays, and
revenues are compared to the appropriate
or recommended levels contained in the
most recent budget resolution, Senate Con-
current Resolution 32. This report meets
the requirements for Senate scorekeeping of
section 5 of Senate Concurrent Resolution
32 and is current through May 16, 1986. The
report is submitted under section 308(b) and
in aid of section 311 of the Congressional
Budget Act as amended.

No changes have occurred since my last
report.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
EpwARD GRAMLICH,
(For Rudolph G. Penner).

CBO WEEKLY SCOREKEEPING REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE,
99TH CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, AS OF MAY 16, 1986

[Fiscal year 1986—in billions of dolars]

Debt
Reve- biget 1o

Budgel
P S

980.3
967.6

1,057.1
1.069.7

7786  2,0166
7957 *2,0187

2D SESSION, AS OF MAY 16, 1986

{in milions; of dollars)

Budget authority

Outlays

Revenues

I Enacled in previous ses-
Sions:

tions  and m

funds.

Offsetting receipts ......

Total enacted in
previous  ses-

325,178
— 188,561

TR

177,794

4047

— 188,561 ...

1,060,679

986,159

V. Entitlement authority and
other mandatory ifems
requiring further appro-
priation action:

Guaranteed

loans.

Payment W chil
service retire-
ment 1.

Total entitlements ...

.
s s
985.

1985
1986 budget resolution (S.
Con. Res. 32).

—4.259

~51

—6,001

student

m
91
205
14
100
]
(37)

688

1,057,108

1,069,700

778,559

795,700

Ulnterfund transactions do not add lo budget lotals.

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.e

® Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, 1986
marks the diamond anniversary for
naval aviation. It was 75 years ago
that Capt. Washington Irving Cham-
bers, a naval officer in charge of naval
aviation, prepared the requisition for
the Navy'’s first aircraft.

During this celebration, I wish to
recognize Naval Air Station Barbers
Point, HI. Initially, a major aircraft
training and servicing center during
World War II, Naval Air Station Bar-
bers Point evolved into a major anti-
submarine support community. As the
defense needs of the United States
have changed, so has the type of air-
craft based at the air station.

Under construction prior to the
attack on Pearl Harbor, NAS Barbers
Point was hurriedly commissioned on
April 15, 1942, and was immediately
used to train pilots and to service
planes of aircraft carriers in the Pacif-
ic theater.

When the war ended, the original
256-man complement of the station
had grown to over 4,000 servicemen.
The air station then served as a rapid
demobilization center. As military
forces were reduced to peacetime
needs, Barbers Point assumed support
functions of all aviation activities in
the area.

In the next two decades, during the
Korean and Vietnam wars, Barbers
Point again served as a staging area
for supplies and personnel in defense
of freedom. Fleet tactical support
squadron 21, or V-21, grew into one of
the Navy's largest squadrons during
the Vietnam war, ferrying thousands
of tons of supplies and personnel into
the Southeast Asian theater of oper-
ations.

From the mid-1950’s to 1965, the air
station was also home to airborne
early warning squadron 2, which flew
super constellations equipped with
radar domes. The constellation flew 24
hours a day, 365 days a year to extend
the continental air defense early warn-
ing line across the Pacific, betweeen
Hawaii and the Aleutian Islands.

Today, patrol wing 2, the major
tenant command on NAS Barbers
Point, conducts undersea surveillance
operations. Our P-3 Orions of NAS
Barbers Point provide airborne plat-
forms for the world’'s most sophisticat-
ed submarine detection and tracking
equipment.

These P-3's often served as “angels
of mercy” in the 1970's and 1980's, lo-
cating and recruiting hundreds of
“boat people” in the South China Sea
who fled Vietnam.

NAS Barbers Point is also home to
the Navy’s oldest active squadron,
Fleet Composit Squadron One, or VC-
1, Helicopter Squadron Light Thirty-
Seven Reconnaissance Squadron
Three, or VQ-3, Coast Guard Air Sta-
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tion, U.S. Army 147th Aviation Co.,
and the Hawaii Air National Guard.

Each year commands in the Pacific
and Atlantic Fleets compete for the
Chief of Naval Operation’s Golden
Anchor Award recognizing the best
command in the East and the best in
the West for a superior retention pro-
gram. Last year, Naval Air Station
Barbers Point received the Golden
Anchor Award.

During the 75th anniversary of
naval aviation, I commend the men
and women for their outstanding pro-
fessionalism and superb performance
in maintaining and supporting the Pa-
cific Fleet.®

UNITED STATES CAN'T BOW TO
MERCHANT MARINE BLITZ

@ Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, a very
thoughtful and sobering article by
Robert J. Hanks, entitled “U.S. Can't
Bow to Merchant Marine Blitz,” ap-
peared in the May 13 edition of the
Wall Street Journal. The main points
of the article are: The Soviets are
waging an economic war at sea
through cutthroat commercial compe-
tition as part of the admitted Soviet
view that “peacetime employment of
merchant fleets is an integral part of
the political and economic struggle be-
tween antagonistic social systems”; the
liner segment of the U.S. merchant
fleet has suffered as a consequence,
with attendant adverse national secu-
rity ramifications; and that the Feder-
al Government must act to revitalize
our merchant marine.

Mr. President, the Federal commit-
ment Mr. Hanks urges is right on the
mark. In 1978, during my tenure as
chairman of the Merchant Marine
Subcommittee, Congress enacted the
Controlled Carrier Act in an effort to
stop the pernicious rate-cutting prac-
tices of state-controlled carriers, prin-
cipally those of the Soviet Union.
Even though Congress was successful
in enacting that legislation, the meas-
ure was opposed by the State and Jus-
tice Departments.

Mr. Hanks has several suggestions
about further measures we might take
to revitalize our merchant fleet, and I
commend his article to every Member
of the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask that the article
be printed in the RECORD.

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 13,

U.S. Can't Bow To MERCHANT-MARINE BLITZ
(By Robert J. Hanks)

A war at sea is being waged against West-
ern nations by the Soviet Union. The princi-
pal participants are not men-o'-war but
mundane merchant ships and the rates
being charged for commercial cargoes.

Unfortunately, this struggle has attracted
scant attention in the U.S. While there have
been Western casualties—shipping compa-
nies forced out of business and shipbuilding
and repair yards closed—precious little is
being done about them. The tragedy is the
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U.S., today, is as dependent on the sea as
was England at the outset of World War II,
for economic and military reasons, Yet the
matter’s generally greeted in Washington
with a yawn.

The facts are these. From a tiny fleet in
1945—mostly U.S. lend-lease Liberty ships—
the Soviet merchant marine had grown by
1984 to an astounding 2,475 ships (1,000
gross tons or over) totaling more than 23
million deadweight tons. In the world, it
ranked second to Panama in numbers of
ships and seventh in tonnage. By contrast,
the U.S. could boast fewer than 500 mer-
chantmen. Moreover, cut-throat competi-
tion from Soviet ships has produced signifi-
cant reductions in the fleets of America's
European and Japanese allies.

Troublesome portents are embedded in
these statistics, NATO, being a maritime al-
liance, would critically depend on seaborne
transport of reinforcements and logistic
supplies from North America in the event of
a war in Europe. A continuous flow of food
and raw materials from overseas would also
be required to sustain any war effort. At the
same time, scores of merchant ships would
be needed as auxiliaries to support NATO
navies. The Falkland Islands war underlined
the latter requirement. Allied capability to
meet these commitments, however, steadily
shrinks.

Why are the Soviets waging this non-
shooting war? The answer is in a book, “The
Sea Power of the State,” by former head of
the Soviet navy, Admiral S.G. Gorshkov. He
says the peacetime employment of mer-
chant fleets is an integral part of the politi-
cal and economic struggle between "“antago-
nistic social systems.”

The Soviet strategy in this war is simple:
rate-cutting. The Soviet merchant fleet is a
wholly subsidized creature of Moscow and
can set cargo haulage rates well below
market profitability floors. Offering car-
riage fees ranging from 10 percent to 40 per-
cent below those floors, Soviet ships have
made massive inroads in trade, not only to
Third World countries, but along crucial At-
lantic and Pacific Ocean routes as well. Ob-
viously, Free World shipping companies
cannot offer such rates and remain in busi-
ness. Further, along those trade routes
where the Soviet merchant fleet is not
present in strength, ships from the
U.8.8.R.'s East European satellites—also op-
erating with government assistance—pursue
identical policies.

How successful have the Soviets been? In
a word: very. Two major U.S. shipping carri-
ers—Pacific Far East Line Inc., and States
Steamship Lines—have been bankrupted be-
cause U.S. free-market policies ask Ameri-
can shippers to compete against the Soviet
government. In the Pacific, for example, the
Soviet Far East Shipping Company and its
Polish counterpart slashed rates to capture
trade. When other low cost operators such
as the Taiwanese followed suit, the Ameri-
can carriers simply could no longer compete
for cargoes. Similar effects have been felt in
strong maritime nations such as Britain,
Sweden, West Germany and Japan.

‘What, then, should be done about this
economic war at sea? Some West European
countries have taken steps to halt the de-
cline of their merchant fleets. But Washing-
ton remains indifferent.

Several things ecan be done. First, more
than lip service needs to be accorded the
Merchant Marine Act of 1936, which em-
phasized the importance of a healthy mer-
chant fleet to the security of this country.
Next, Washington can insure that all gov-
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ernment cargoes are carried in U.S. ships.
(This includes food aid being sent to needy
nations.) Negotiation of bilateral accords
must be relentlessly pressed to reserve rea-
sonable cargo percentages for American
shipping companies. The U.S. would, in a
pinch, need guaranteed access to container
ships to carry military equipment.

The West can ignore the Soviet war on
commercial shipping only at its peril.e

BOB WIELAND AND THE SPIRIT
OF AMERICA

@ Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, in just
a few days, hundreds of thousands of
Americans will participate in an un-
usual once-in-a-lifetime event. On May
25, men, women and children of all
ages; families, friends, and strangers
all holding hands at precisely the
same moment, will form a gigantic
human chain stretching from the
Eastern shore of America with the
Western coast.

The project scheduled for May 25 is
called “Hands Across America.” the
proceeds will go to fight hunger.

I would like to believe that the par-
ticipants in that undertaking will give
a few moments of thought to the
almost unbelievable accomplishment
of a young man from Wisconsin—a
man who walked across America on
his hands to raise money for hunger
relief groups.

On Wednesday, May 14, after 3
years, 8 months and 6 days, after
2,784.1 miles stretching from the Cali-
fornia coast to the White House, after
4,903,360 steps—steps made without
feet and without legs, but with a
strong heart, Bob Wieland finished his
“Spirit of America Walk for Hunger."”

Mr. Wieland’s walk raised $300,000.
Future pledges could raise millions
more.

What kind of spirit is it that chal-
lenges such men to commit so much of
themselves to as selfless a goal as feed-
ing the hungry?

What kind of spirit is it that would
lead a man to give almost 4 years of
his life to call attention to something
most Americans never think of—the
fact that every day 35,000 of our
fellow human beings worldwide die of
hunger?

And, Mr. President, what kind of
spirit infuses such life into a man
whose body was torn apart in service
to this country?

The answer to all three guestions is
the same, It is the spirit of America.

Mr. Wieland’'s journey across Amer-
ica started at Knott's Berry Farm in
Los Angeles. But his struggle to over-
come his physical disability started in
the jungles of Southeast Asia on June
14, 1969. His squad was on a search-
and-destroy mission in an area be-
lieved to be booby-trapped with land-
mines. He saw a buddy go down under
enemy fire.
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With no thought of his own safety,
rather than search for protection, Mr.
Wieland, a medic, rushed to the aid of
his friend, fellow Wisconsinite Jerome
D. Lubeno. In his struggle to reach the
mortally wounded soldier, Mr. Wie-
land stepped on a mine which, in his
own words, “blew my body one way
and my legs the other.”

Some say it was his superb physical
training, his love of sports and his fa-
naticism in maintaining excellent
health that gave him the strength to
overcome what for so many would
have been a completely disabling
injury. He said he would not be ham-
pered by his accident. He kept that
pledge, and in keeping it, proved some-
thing else.

In his “Walk For Hunger,” Mr. Wie-
land proved not only his superb body
conditioning and strength, but he also
proved the strength of his spirit.

The spirit Mr. Wieland has shown is
but a flicker of the combined strength
of character found in the tens of thou-
sands of Americans disabled during
the Vietnam war.

Mr. Wieland's heroic accomplish-
ment is the definition of the selfless-
ness of the American spirit. That he
chose to dedicate this accomplishment
to drawing the attention of his fellow
countrymen to world hunger is a trib-
ute to his personal selflessness.

Mr. President, I commend Mr. Wie-
land for his triumph, a triumph of
body and a triumph of spirit. May his
story serve to remind us all that life is
precious, life is important, and life is
meant to be shared.

Mr. Wieland has shared a great part
of himself with all of us through his
“Walk For Hunger."

Mr. President, I ask that the follow-
ing articles from the Milwaukee Jour-
nal and Sentinel be inserted in the
RECORD.

The articles follow:

2,784-MiLE TREK
(By Richard Bradee)

WasHINGTON, D.C.—Doc finally made it
Wednesday.

After crawling 2,784 miles across America,
Doc—Bob Weiland, formerly of Milwaukee—
reached Wall 22 West, Line 47 of the Viet-
nam Veterans' Memorial where he found
the name of Sgt. Jerome Deane Lubeno of
Trevor, Wis., the man he set out to save in
Vietnam June 14, 1969.

Lt. James Sylvester of Seattle, Wash., the
last man to see Doc when he had legs, was
at the wall. So were Dennis Cooper of
Miller, Mo., who picked up Doc and carried
him to a helicopter, and David De Nayer of
Hume, Mo., the point man on that search
and destroy mission.

Doc’s parents, William and Ida Wieland of
5200 S. Tuckaway Blvd., Greenfield, Wis.,
walked the last mile of his walk for hunger
and listened as he told, once again, what
happened on that day in Vietnam.

“I stepped on and detonated an 82-milli-
meter mortar. It set me flying in one direc-
tion and my legs in the other,” Wieland
said.

There are 30 or 35 names—Sylvester said
he lost track of the casualties—on the Viet-
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nam Veterans’ wall commemorating the
men from the company Wieland served as a
combat medic.

His buddies thought Doc was dead, but
Cooper said, “We better get Doc on the
chopper, he might still be alive.”

In Vietnam, Cooper remembered, Wieland
took care of children who were wounded.
The parents “thought it would be nice to
give him rice—the rice had bugs floating on
top of it but he'd eat it. If that wouldn't kill
him, nothing can,” Cooper said. “I guess
nothing could.”

After years of rehabilitation, during
which he became a record-setting weight
lifter, Wieland began his trip across Amer-
ica Sept. 8, 1982, seated on a harness, pro-
pelling himself with his hands. He calculat-
ed that he took 4,900,016 steps in a walk for
hunger—about 61,000 steps were sponsored
to raise about $300,000.

His mother said she worried about him,
going across the country, but didn't doubt
his determination.

‘““He was born that way, he seemed to have
determination from an early age. As a 3-
year-old, he had this desire to be a baseball
player,” she said.

He wanted to be in the major leagues and,
by 1984, had reached top of semiprofes-
sional baseball in Milwaukee, A left-handed
pitcher, Wieland was rated the state's top
professional prospect, according to his
father.

At the memorial, there was a Marine color
guard, a chaplain, a crowd of newsmen and
dozens of people he'd met along the way.

“No one ever thought we'd get out of Los
Angeles,” Wieland said, describing the reac-
tion of those he'd asked to sponsor “a guy
with no legs who's going to walk across
America on his hands.”

Asked at the White House about another
crosscountry walk, Wieland said, “We're not
going to do any reruns.”

MissioN COMPLETED
VET'S INSPIRATIONAL WALK BRINGS REAGAN TO
TEARS
(By John W. Kole)

WasHINGTON, D.C.—Bob Wieland finished
his *walk"” across America at the Vietnam
Veterans Memorial Wednesday and brought
tears to the eyes of President Reagan while
doing so.

As his parents, from Greenfield, Wis.,
watched from the grassy area near the Lin-
coln Memorial, Wieland made his way down
the sloping walk, past the stark black gran-
ite slabs that contain the names of 58,000
Americans killed or missing in the Vietnam
War.

Wieland, an Army medic during the war,
had his legs blown off in June 1969 while
trying to rescue another Wisconsin man,
Jerome Lubeno, of Trevor in Kenosha
County.

Wieland's goal was to walk across the
United States from southern California to
the granite panel containing Lubeno’s
name.

“It's been quite a journey,” Wieland said
as he neared his goal.

Long a physical fitness buff, Wieland
spent years teaching himself to walk on his
hands, using pads on his fists to propel his
legless body. He recalled that the first time
be completed a lap around a California gym-
nasium, “my muscles were so sore that I
thought they all would fall off.”

The often-interrupted journey started
Sept. 8, 1982, at Knott's Berry Farms in
southern California. In the three years,
eight months and six days that followed,
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Wieland figures he took almost 5 million
steps, about a yard from each one.

Wieland, 40, who moved to California be-
cause the climate was better for his ther-
apy, praised Reagan in a private White
House meeting at which tears came to the
president’s eyes. Wieland appealed for help
in his “Walk for Hunger" campaign.

The walk raised about $300,000 in pledges
for the cause, but that was far short of the
$25 million goal an enthusiastic Wieland
had set. He vowed to continue raising
money by giving speeches around the U.S.

Throughout the trip, Wieland and his
helpers would stay in homes along the way.
He would give inspirational speeches to pay
expenses. Some of the families who provides
shielter came here to watch him finish his
trip.

So did some of those who were with him
when his legs were blown off. One col-
league, who had not seen him since 1969,
said Wieland “looks a lot better now than
he did when we loaded him on that chopper.

Among those at the memorial to pay trib-
ute to Wieland's achievement were Reps.
Gerald EKleczka (D-Wis.) and Christopher
Smith (R-N.J.), and Jan Scruggs, leader of
the Vietnam Veterans of America.

In March, Reagan appointed Wieland to
the National Council on Physical Fitness
and Sports. George Allen, the former pro-
fessional football coach who is chairman of
the council, paid tribute to Wieland in a
letter.

“Bob’s determination and perseverance
are an inspiration to me,” Allen said. “I
don’t know of any feat ever attempted that
shows more physical and emotional output
than this Walk for Hunger."”

Reviewing the journey, Wieland said the
most inspirational act came near the begin-
ning of the journey when a small boy in Ca-
thedral City, Calif., gave him 21 pennies.

“That little boy demonstrated that the
smallest deed done is greater than the best
intentions,” Wieland said.

“You're not handicapped,” Smith told
Wieland. “You've got it all going for you.”

NATIONAL TOURISM WEEK, MAY
18-24, 1986

® Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, for the
third consecutive year Congress has
designated the week beginning May
18, 1986, as National Tourism Week,
and the President, has issued a procla-
mation accordingly. Inasmuch as the
travel industry is our Nation's third
largest and employes over 6 million
men, women, and teenagers, it is most
appropriate that the national theme
for tourism week is “Tourism Works in
America.”

The goal of National Tourism Week
is to make Government officials and
consumers aware of just how impor-
tant tourism is to the economic, social,
and cultural welfare of the United
States. This effort is headed by two
very dedicated and outstanding tour-
ism spokespersons for the Govern-
ment and the industry—Donna Tuttle,
Undersecretary of Commerce for
Travel and Tourism; and Bill Edwards,
president of AH&MA, and vice chair-
man of Hilton Hotels Corp. They are
ably supported by the industry's Na-
tional Tourism Week coalition and the
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newly created, permanent industry
National Tourism Week Office. This
office is responsible for the overall co-
ordination of industry-wide planning
and observance of National Tourism
Week. It was established by Travel In-
dustry Association of America at the
request of the following coalitions of
the travel industry organizations: Air
Transport Association; American
Hotel & Motel Association; American
Society of Travel Agents; National
Tour Association; National Restaurant
Association; Hotel Sales & Marketing
Association International; Recreation
Vehicle Industry Association; and
Travel Industry Association of Amer-
ica.

Mr. President, this is just the latest
in a series of substantial industry ef-
forts over the past several years to im-
press upon the decisionmakers in
Washington how important tourism is,
and to form a partnership with the
Federal Government to ensure that as
a nation we capitalize on the indus-
try’s potential.

Even though the administration has
once again recommended elimination
of the modest but essential Federal
tourism effort, I feel quite confident
that Congress will once again insist
that the U.S. Travel & Tourism Ad-
ministration remain in business. And if
we do, it will be another example of
the Federal awareness which the
travel industry is working so hard to
achieve.

And so, as I have done on similar oc-
casions in the past 2 years, I wish to

suggest that during National Tourism
Week we honor the millions of men,
women, and teenagers who are the
U.S. tourism industry.e

SHULTZ ASKS “MOST FAVORED
SPENDING STATUS"”

@ Mr. HART. Mr. President, the ad-
ministration incessantly decries Gov-
ernment spending, and suggests that
all we need do to reduce the deficit is
eliminate bloated bureaucracy. Yet,
when it comes time to reduce spend-
ing, the first, loudest, and longest com-
-plaints are heard from the Secretaries
of Defense and State, whose Depart-
ments have fared best among all agen-
cies of Government these last 5 years.

This phenomenon—the demand for
most favored spending status—was
demonstrated again last week.

Secretary of State George Shultz de-
manded that foreign affairs funding
be sharply increased, saying that a
budget lower than that requested by
the President would endanger Ameri-
cans serving abroad. There are merits
to the Secretary's argument; the tragic
losses of military and foreign service
personnel these past few years must
not be allowed to happen again.

But Secretary Shultz is misdirecting
his anger. By embracing Gramm-
Rudman, this administration commit-
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ted itself to a new budgetary regime: it
can no longer campaign for national
priorities without first finding the re-
sources to pay for them. Yet, through-
out the congressional budget process,
which produced State Department
funding levels the Secretary finds
anathema, the administration stood
on the sidelines: It refused to negoti-
ate, refused to budge on revenues, and
refused to find a middle ground on de-
fense spending.

The distinguished chairman of the
House Budget Committee, BiLL GRAY,
fashioned a Federal budget for 1987
that pleases few, but avoids the disas-
trous effects of across-the-board cuts
otherwise required by Gramm-
Rudman. The Secretary fails to recog-
nize that his Department’s budget
fares better under the House or
Senate-passed plans than under the
Gramm-Rudman impoundment proc-
ess.

As a recent editorial published by
the Denver Post makes clear, Mr.
Shultz should direct his appeals to the
one man who can really make a differ-
ence: The President of the United
States. I ask that this eloquent and
forcefully written article be printed in
the RECORD.

The article follows:

[From the Denver Post, May 14, 19861
JUusT BRING THE MONEY BY

Secretary of State George Shultz opened
a fight with Congress last week over cuts in
U.S. foreign aid and overseas security which
have been tentatively approved in Congress.
Shultz talked about “‘a tragedy for U.S. for-
eign policy and national security.”

Shultz has received what seems to us to be
exactly the right reply from Rep. William
H. Gray III, chairman of the House Budget
Committee and an occasional target of criti-
cism from the Reagan White House on the
subject of federal spending.

“You want more money, you tell your
president to bring it by,"” Gray told Shultz,
as the two men talked angrily about the
fiscal state of affairs.

The Shultz blowup over the threatened
State Department budget cuts illustrates
what has been true of the blinded fiscal
policies of the Reagan administration for
too long now:

It is never the spending favored by the ad-
ministration—always Pentagon appropria-
tions and now State Department outlays—
which can or should be reduced. It is always
some other budget, usually in a domestic
program.

The Reagan White House, while preach-
ing thrift in government, has presided over
spending policies that have doubled the
total federal debt, which now is more than
$2 trillion.

And as a former economics professor and
a chief budget officer in the Nixon adminis-
tration, Shultz knows that what Gray is
saying is true. If the administration requires
more overseas spending for important for-
eign aid and security programs, “. .. tell
your president to bring it by.” Whenever
this administration asks for more money, it
ought to say where it should come from.e
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OUR GREATEST HERO OF THE
20TH CENTURY

® Mr. DAMATO. Mr. President, I
wish to reiterate my concern over the
plight of Dr. Andrei Sakharov, an out-
spoken advocate of human rights and
world peace who has been exiled by
Soviet authorities to the closed city of
Gorky since January 22, 1980. The
Nobel citation, awarded him in 1975,
cited Sakharov as a “spokesman for
the conscience of mankind.” Mean-
while, the Soviet Government has
gone to extraordinary lengths to si-
lence him. Despite constant harass-
ment by the secret police, Sakharov
continues to champion the cause of
human rights as embodied in the Hel-
sinki Final Act and the United Nations
Universal Declaration on Human
Rights.

Two years ago Jason Robards por-
trayed Andrei Sakharov in a moving
film presentation of the Nobel laure-
ate’s struggle for freedom in the
Soviet Union. An article by Mr. Ro-
bards appearing in the Washington
Post provides a good description of
Sakharov’s travail.

Mr. President, I request that the
text of this article be printed in the
RECORD.

The article follows:

OvuR GREATEST HERO OF THE 20TH CENTURY

(By Jason Robards)

Two years ago I played the role of Soviet
human rights activist and Nobel Peace Prize
laureate Andrei Sakharov. Glenda Jackson
played the role of his wife, Dr. Yelena
Bonner. We strained desperately to convey
the feeling, the reality, the truth of the
Sakharovs' experience as human rights ac-
tivists and as political prisoners isolated in
the closed and cold city of Gorky.

Through the whole process of studying
for the part we felt an odd sort of detach-
ment from the experience of Sakharov and
Bonner, yet we pushed on.

Last week I was in Washington for the
Helen Hayes Awards, special recognition of
theater talent in the Washington area.
During rehearsal on the afternoon of the
awards, I learned that Dr. Bonner herself
was in town for a meeting of the National
Academy of Sciences and wanted to meet
me, I, of course, said yes. She was to come to
the awards ceremony.

Dr. Bonner arrived late from a meeting of
the National Academy, where her husband
was honored. She looked remarkably well
for a woman who a few months earlier had
undergone complicated surgery. I felt dis-
traught and helpless that soon she would be
returning to the Soviet Union with no guar-
antee of ever seeing her family here again.

She described to me the experience of her
cab ride from the academy to the National
Theatre. “As we were driving by the White
House I had a strange, uneasy phantasma-
goric feeling. I have just been to the Nation-
al Academy of Sciences representing my
husband, who was honored there, and now I
am on the way to see a man who played the
role of my husband, and at the same time,
in the back of my mind I am packing my
bags to return to the Soviet Union in less
than a month. I wonder why I am not
crazy.”




11228

Academician Sakharov, wherever he is,
will celebrate his 65th birthday on May 21.
Members of Congress have asked the presi-
dent to proclaim that a day in honor of Sak-
harov, to be marked by “appropriate cere-
monies and activities.” To me, such a cele-
bration—and it must be called a celebration,
if we are to bring moral witness to Sakhar-
ov’'s great achievements—will be in part bi-
zarre and in part harsh, cruel and real.

From Sakharov's writings I have learned
that he believes that the world can be pre-
served only with the coexistence of peace
and the rights of the individual, essentially
what we in the West and so many brave
souls in many places the world over call
human rights. One of Sakharov's greatest
achievements was persuading the Soviet
government to sign the 1963 Moscow
Treaty, which banned nuclear weapons test-
ing in the atmosphere, in outer space and
under water.

While many refer to Sakharov as the
father of the Soviet hydrogen bomb, we
forget to mention his ideas and efforts on
the use of energy for peaceful purposes. He
undertook this important work before he
became a dissident and a spokesman for
human rights. His first serious nonscientific
work that became known in the West was
called “Thoughts on Progress, Peaceful Co-
existence and Intellectual Freedom™ (1968).
By the time of his Nobel Peace Prize lec-
ture, which his wife delivered in Oslo in
1975, his views on human rights were crys-
tallized.

While we as Americans are going to cele-
brate the 100th anniversary of the Statue of
Liberty, we should call to mind Thomas
Paine’s response to Thomas Jefferson. Said
Jefferson: “Where freedom is, there is my
country.” Paine replied: “Where freedom is
not, there is my country.”

Any celebration of Dr. Andrei Sakharov's
birthday is bound to give rise to our worst
fears—and our best hopes. But it must also
be a time for us to commemorate with living
testimony our greatest hero of the 20th cen-
tury.

Mr. DPAMATO. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Commission on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe, I can
attest to the fact that Sakharov has
indeed become a hero, not by choice,
but circumstance. Sakharov has not
sought attention. The only thing that
he has sought are the rights and free-
doms we so often take for granted.
Rights included in the Helsinki Final
Act, freely agreed to by the leaders of
the Soviet Union, and promised there-
by to the people of the Soviet Union.

As President Thomas Jefferson
noted, “The will of the people is the
only legitimate foundation of any gov-
ernment.” Unfortunately, the Commu-
nist Party of the Soviet Union has
chained and gagged the will of the
Soviet people, while denying the possi-
bility of its existence. Such actions not
only raise serious questions regarding
the Soviet Government’s legitimacy,
but also serve to drive them further
outside of the community of civilized
nations.

Mr. President, I encourage other
Members of the Senate to join me in
speaking out on behalf of those, like
Sakharov, who seek to realize in their
own countries those inalienable rights
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we exercise and cherish, but which
remain only a tragically denied poten-
tial for human greatness in those na-
tions behind the Iron Curtain.e

AMERICAN PATRIOTISM

® Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, today
I would like to honor a constituent
who exemplifies the very meaning of
the word “patriotism.” Michael Haver-
ly is an 8-year-old from Shelby
County, IN, who for the last 3 years
has worked hard raising money to
repair the Statue of Liberty.

The son of Robert and Connie Ha-
verly, Michael first became concerned
about the fate of the Statue of Liberty
when his mother read him a fundrais-
ing letter from the Liberty Founda-
tion. Since that time, the second-
grader at Trinton Elementary School
has raised well over $6,400 and has
been honored for his efforts by Presi-
dent Reagan during a Rose Garden
ceremony on October 28, 1985.

Later this year, Michael will take
part in the Liberty Weekend festivi-
ties. He will be on the NBC-TV morn-
ing program, “Today,” on July 4, and
he will also be featured in a CBS-TV
spot, “American Portrait,” marking
the statue’s 100th birthday.

Michael, who has undergone numer-
ous operations for multiple physical
birth defects, is a prime example of a
true American who has real pride in
his country and its symbols of free-
dom. All Americans should take a cue
from Michael and his unselfish dedica-
tion to repairing the Statue of Liberty.
He says that, once completed, “her
spirit will smile.”

Today I would also like to share a
letter dictated by Michael that he
asked me to share with my colleagues:

DEeAr SENATE PEOPLE: I know the times are
rough, but I have run out of ideas, so I de-
cided to write you.

Fixing our Statue of Liberty up has not
been going so good. We need more money.

A long time ago she was shiny and pretty.
Now she has rust coming down her neck and
her arm is weak, and handicapped people in
wheelchairs can't get in to see her.

If we don't fix her, people will think we
don’t care about our country.

You should be proud to be an American,
s0 please donate as much as you possibly
can. I don't care if its a dollar or a thousand,
and you can send it to me or the Statue
people who are fixing it, like Sharyn Kay [a
Liberty Foundation worker]l. She is real
nice.

And, can you please see if the children in
Africa can get the food.

Thank you,
MICHAEL.

On the bottom of the letter, Michael
has drawn a picture of the Statue of
Liberty.

Mr. President, all of us in Indiana
are very proud of our patriotic young
Hoosier, and I know my colleagues
join me in wishing Michael success in
the final stretch before the statue is
unveiled in July. I think I speak for all
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of us when I also thank Michael for
reminding us that we can and should
be proud to be Americans.e

WINNERS AND LOSERS OF TAX
REFORM

@ Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, since the Finance Committee re-
ported out sweeping tax reform legis-
lation on May 7, Americans have been
busy trying to determine how this bill
will affect their personal and business
tax liabilities, whether they will be
one of the “winners” or one of the
“losers.” Since May T, I have discussed
with industry representatives and with
my constituents their specific con-
cerns. I have also read with great in-
terest numerous explanations of the
impact of the Finance Committee bill
on the U.S. economy. At this time, I
would like to share with my colleagues
one article I found to be particularly
straightforward and objective. I urge
those who have not yet done so to
read the article which appeared in the
May 26, 1986, edition of Business
Week entitled, “The Winners and
Losers of Tax Reform."”

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
the article be printed in the RECORD.

The article follows:

THE WINNERS AND LOSERS OF TAX REFORM

The U.S. stands on the brink of a funda-
mental overhaul of its tax system. To the
surprise of almost everyone, the tax bill now
awaiting action in the Senate does much of
what the reformers hoped to accomplish
when President Reagan first proposed com-
prehensive tax revision in 1984. While a
final bill is months away, it looks as though
the U.S. will end 1986 with a shiny new tax
code that will encourage investment for eco-
nomic reasons, rather than tax advantages,
as well as provide many individuals with
more money to spend or save. By narrowing
differences in how industries and individ-
uals are taxed, this system would also be
more equitable and efficient.

In the short run, some economists fear
that the new plan could have a wrenching
effect on investment by raising corporate
taxes by $100 billion over the next five
years. But the transfer of that amount to
individuals would largely offset the impact
on the economy by fueling consumption. In-
vestment would then be driven by the-
growth of markets rather than tax breaks.
In addition, new constraints on consumer
borrowing could lower interest rates, and
that would eventually make more invest-
ment projects profitable.

POLITICAL MOMENTUM

Still, the bill approved by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee on May 7 could create
real difficulties. If enacted, it would cause
short-term confusion throughout the econo-
my as businesses and individuals adjust to
the new system. It threatens to wreck much
of the commercial real estate industry,
which already is in serious trouble (page
118), and it may radically change the way
individuals save and invest. At the same
time, it would wean individual taxpayers
and companies away from their addiction to
tax writeoffs and economically useless shel-
ters and make the allocation of capital
among industries more rational.
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How does all this sort out for the taxpay-
er? There is no neat answer for everybody,
but one thing is clear: If you pay a high ef-
fective tax rate today, you'll love the Fi-
nance Committee’s version of reform. If you
use lots of deductions and shelters to keep
your rates low you'll hate it.

“The basic fact is that a trade-off of tax
preferences for low rates is good for the
economy in the long run,” says David A.
Berenson, director of tax policy at Ernst &
Whinney. “There may be economic disloca-
tions in achieving that, there will be win-
ners and losers, but the macro effect is
going to be good.”

Because of the political momentum now
building for a tax overhaul, the final version
of reform is likely to look a lot like the
Senate Finance bill, which sharply lowers
both individual and corporate tax rates. But
there could be changes. The repeal of the
preferential treatment for capital gains, the
curbs on individual retirement accounts
(page 118), and the denial of deductions for
sales taxes may face challenges, both on the
Senate floor and in the eventual House-
Senate conference committee.

In addition, there are key differences be-
tween the bill passed by the House last De-
cember and the Finance plan. The House
measure makes relatively modest changes in
individual taxation while greatly altering
the treatment of business. It drops the top
individual rate to only 38% and pays for
most of the cuts by paring corporate deduc-
tions.

The Packwood bill takes a very different
tack, making radical changes in individual
taxation but qualitatively modest shifts in
business taxes. It cuts the top individual
rate nearly in half, to 27%, but pays for that
by eliminating dozens of individual tax

breaks. Corporate rates would be cut to 33%
from 46%, financed mostly by curbs on cor-
porate write-offs.

The Finance bill does not raise those
taxes across the board. Instead, it creates
crosscurrents of winners and losers, in some
cases both giving to and taking away from
the same companies.

SLEDGEHAMMER

The tax shelter industry, including most
real-estate syndicators, probably hates the
bill the most. It would prohibit taxpayers
from using losses generated by limited part-
nerships to shelter other income, effectively
locking out a prime source of real estate in-
vestment funds. In addition, lower rates
make all tax preferences less valuable, And
owners of commercial property would face
far slower depreciation write-offs, “This is
really a sledgehammer on real estate,” de-
clares J. Gregory Ballentine of Peat, Mar-
wick, Mitchell & Co. The natural-resources-
oriented Finance Committee could not re-
strain an urge to protect oil and gas shel-
ters. But those write-offs, too, could be
dumped before Congress is through with
the package.

Other businesses, including established
computer manufacturers, retailers, and
wholesalers, stand to be big winners. Execu-
tives in these industries are delighted at the
prospect of sharply lower tax rates. The Fi-
nance bill “really contains all the elements
of tax reform that we've been campaigning
for for years,” says Larry R. Langdon, direc-
tor of taxes for Hewlett-Packard Co. “It's as
if someone here wrote it."”

Computer startups, as well as other new
ventures, may not fare as well. The pro-
posed taxation of capital gains as ordinary
income could discourage individuals from in-
vesting in speculative businesses. “It's a dis-
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aster for long-term investing,” complains
Reid W. Dennis, a general partner at Insti-
tutional Venture Partners in Menlo Park,
Calif.

Although corporations would continue to
enjoy a modest capital gains differential,
the shift in investment decisions by both in-
dividuals and businesses could prove to be
among the most far-reaching effects of the
Finance bill. “It's going to have some damp-
ening effect on risk-taking,” says Byrle M.
Abbin, director of federal tax services at
Arthur Andersen & Co. “If the [tax] rates
are the same, the more conservative inves-
tor will say, "‘Why should I even bother?' "

But like many of the bill's provisions, the
capital gains change has its sweet side.
While long-term capital gains rates would
increase from a 20% maximum under cur-
rent law to 27%—the same top rate as ordi-
nary income—the six-month holding period
now required to qualify for preferential
treatment would disappear. Thus, investors
would enjoy a big tax cut for short-term
capital gains, which are now taxed at up to
50%. "“That's got to be wonderful for Wall
Street trading,” says John H. Makin of the
American Enterprise Institute.

The effect of the bill on autos is tougher
to gauge. Auto makers are unhappy about
the potential loss of the investment tax
credit and the curb on their customers’ in-
terest deductions. But they are elated over
the proposed $100 billion tax cut for individ-
uals. “Every car buyer would have a maxi-
mum 279% tax rate, which means more bucks
to buy a car with,"” says Gerald Greenwald,
chairman of Chrysler Motors Corp.

Capital goods manufacturers, and even
some companies in the computer industry,
may suffer an opposite effect. While the net
impact on their taxes may be no worse than
a wash, companies may find that their busi-
ness customers, who could face higher
taxes, may be reluctant to make big-ticket
purchases. Over the long term, the Pack-
wood bill should have little effect on capital
cost recovery. The new depreciation sched-
ules for equipment were designed so that
faster write-offs would largely make up for
the loss of the investment tax credit over
the three- or five-year depreciation period.

FINE PRINT

The Finance bill, says Yolanda K. Hender-
son, an economist at the Federal Reserve
Bank of Boston, “makes for greater efficien-
cy in the allocation of capital. The new bill
raises the cost of capital, particularly for
debt-financed investment. But it would
lower the cost of equity financing, as well as
for land and inventories.” For business bor-
rowers, the reduction in the corporate tax
rate to 33% from 46% sharply lowers the
value of their interest deductions. Converse-
ly, the profits on equity are taxed at lower
top rates at the corporate level and when
distributed as dividends, which should make
equity financing cheaper.

Other aspects of this bill may jolt both in-
dividuals and corporations as they check the
fine print. Many analysts believe that the
end to the deductibility of sales taxes, re-
strictions on tax-exempt bonds, and the
likelihood that states will follow Washing-
ton in eliminating deductions without
making comparable rate cuts will result in
higher state and local income taxes.

In fact, the Finance bill itself produces a
federal tax increase for 1987. Taxpayers will
lose many deductions starting next Jan. 1,
but the rate cuts are not scheduled to begin
until six months later. “A lot of people who
get a rate cut in later years will get a rate
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increase next year,” predicts Gillian M.
Spooner, a partner in Touche Ross & Co.

The timing issue is a major concern to
Lawrence Chimerine of Chase Economics, at
least for the short term. “The stimulation
to consumption will phase in slowly, where-
as you'll see a sharp, quick cutback in in-
vestment projects due to the elimination of
the ITC,” says Chimerine. The stort-term
effects on investment also trouble Robert G.
Dederick of Northern Trust Corp., but the
former Commerce Dept. official notes: “The
structural changes may well encourage
more productive kinds of investment.”

In addition, some economists worry that
the Finance bill is too good to be true and
that it could result in the same kind of huge
revenue loss that the 1981 tax reduction did.
For example, the repeal of the investment
tax credit raises a lot of money over the
next couple of years, but faster depreciation
write-offs will be costly in the future. Simi-
larly, the tax shelter provisions are expect-
ed to raise considerable revenue at first, but
that could dry up as individuals find cre-
ative new ways to shelter their income.
*“This bill is nowhere near revenue-neutral,
In later years it's going to be a hemor-
rhage,” predicts Lee J. Seidler, a managing
director at Bear, Sterns & Co.

Despite its problems, the Finanece plan is a
far better starting point for tax revision
than most businesses ever expected. From
the beginning of the reform debate, propo-
nents have argued the need for a ‘“level
playing field."” If the Finance bill doesn't ex-
actly smooth the landscape, at least it's de-
molished most of the hills.—By Howard
Gleckman in Washington, with Joan Berger,
Elizabeth Ehrilch, and Norman Jonas in
New York, and bureau reports.

DonN'T CRY FOR THE ACCOUNTANTS

“My first reaction was that they're taking
away my livelihood,” says an Oregon CPA
who just left a national accounting firm to
set up his own tax practice. “But I don't
think the new tax bill will make things all
that simple.”

Don't cry for the accountants. Or the tax
lawyers. Or the publishers such as Com-
merce Clearing House Inc. and Prentice-
Hall Inc. that produce thousands of pages
on taxes every year. Although tax brackets
would shrink from 14 to 2 for individuals
and most deductions would be eliminated,
the proposal creates enough complexity for
business taxes to keep the army of tax
people gainfully employed through the mil-
lennium. “The new alternative minimum-
tax provision alone will provide an automat-
ic annuity for the CPA profession,” says Lee
J. Seidler, a Bear, Stearns & Co. partner
and former Price Waterhouse accountant,

MASS CONFUSION

There has never been an income-tax
change that actually shrank the number of
rules and regulations. This one, despite its
billing, is no exception. Tax experts say that
the Internal Revenue Code will actually
grow from 1,700 to about 2,000 pages, and
there will be mass confusion as businesses
convert to the new system. “I'll bet there
are a lot of corporations calling their aec-
countants right now asking how they can
get rid of their tax credits,” says Arthur W.
Bowman, editor of Public Accounting
Report. “Business transactions are still com-
plicated as hell,” says Albert B. Ellentuck,
national tax partner at Laventhol & Hor-
wath,

To make sure those deals are reported
properly, the bill boosts the annual IRS
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budget from $4 billion to $6.5 billion over
the next five years. And the plan drops 6
million low-income people from the tax
rolls. So the government will have more re-
sources to put the squeeze on fewer taxpay-
ers, mostly businesses and wealthy individ-
uals. Since 1966, the percentage of returns
audited has slipped from 5% to 1.3%. The
government hopes to reverse that trend,
which will keep CPAs busy representing the
increased number of clients doing battle
with the IRS.
NO MORE SHOE BOXES?

True, the small, “boutique” CPA firms
that specialize in analyzing aggressive tax
shelters will have to diversify. “A client who
has a seven-figure income will be less apt to
shelter when the rate tops out at 27%,” says
Stuart Becker, a New York accountant with
a cadre of clients in the entertainment field.
“And that will hurt my business. But we're
trying to expand our practice into personal
financial planning and deemphasize the tax-
oriented investment.”

The hardest hit will be storefront income-
tax offices and mass-production houses such
as H&R Block Ine. that cater to the average
wage earner. Block’'s stock price has fallen
from 45 to 40 since the plan was announced.
Company officials say that it is a “great
misconception” that reducing the number
to tax brackets or deductions will radically
simplify the preparation of tax returns. But,
if nothing else, people who would have oth-
erwise taken their shoe boxes full of re-
ceipts to Block may think twice: The fee is
no longer tax-deductible.—By Stuart Weiss
in New York, with Vicky Cahan in Washing-
ton and Mark Ivey in Denver.

REAL EsTATE: S0 LoNG, SYNDICATORS

It's optimistic and incorrigibly self-pro-
moting, but one thing the real estate indus-
try has never been is speechless. Until now.
The tax-reform plan of Senate Finance

Committee Chairman Bob Packwood (R-
Ore.) has most builders, developers, and
syndicators shellshocked. Some deals are
being hurried, others scotched, and many
are suddenly in limbo. “There is a tremen-
dous amount of confusion and uncertainty.
It's very chaotic and frightening to a lot of
people,” says Stephen Roulac, an industry
consultant in San Francisco.

As the industry sifts through the peo-
posed changes, one thing seems clear: If it is
passed intact, Packwood’s bill will bludgeon
an industry that is already bably bruised.
How widespread the damage would be is im-
possible to calculate, but extraordinary
overbuilding in the commercial market has
made the industry less equipped to adjust to
new rules than at any time in decades.

National vacancy rates for office buildings
already have reached a debilitating 20.5%.
But commerical space of all sorts now under
construction—equal to a quarter of the
space that already exists—will push them
even higher, according to economist Robert
A. Gough of Data Resources Inc. This mas-
sive overbuilding, predicts Chicago real
estate mogul Samuel Zell, will create losses
totaling $60 billion to $80 billion—and that’'s
without considering the tax bill's effects.
“There’s going to be a lot of blood let,” says
Laventhol & Horwath partner Michael
Amenta.

The $12 billion real estate syndication in-
dustry will start bleeding first. Because the
bill phases out investors’ ability to apply
paper losses from real estate against their
other income, sponsors may try to combine
existing loss-generating deals with income-
producing partnerships. That way, the
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losses wouldn't go entirely to waste. Still, as
many as 40% of the country's syndicators—
primarily small, private sponsors who devise
aggressive tax shelters—could be badly hurt,
according to Stanley Ross of accountants
Kenneth Leventhal & Co.

“The ones who didn't diversify are going
to be in real trouble” because they must
continue to syndicate to survive, he says.
Believing that even large, diversified spon-
sors will get stung, Wall Street drove syndi-
cator Integrated Resources Inc.’s stock price
down nearly 10 points, to 26%, in a few days.

Public limited partnerships usually rely
less on tax benefits, though the elimination
of the 20% capital-gains rate and a longer
depreciation schedule will trim their yields.
Their sponsors would suffer mainly because
the bill limits the deductibility of individual
retirement accounts, a prime sales outlet
lately.

RADICAL SURGERY

By striking a lethal blow at “abusive” tax
shelters with outsize write-offs, the bill hits
a choice target. But the fallout will include
plummeting commerical property prices, re-
duced development, and an industry driven
by drastically altered incentives. For years,
a property's yield has consisted of cash flow
from rents, price appreciation, and tax bene-
fits. In knocking out the third leg, the bill
completely changes the TU.S. real estate
market. And not all for the worse. “In the
long run buildings will be built because they
make sense, and I'm glad to see it,” says one
large developer.

The silver lining is that demand will have
a chance to catch up with supply, says
Arthur J. Mirante II, president and CEQ of
Cushman & Wakefield Inc. But first, com-
merical property values will fall because,
without as many syndicators, there will be
fewer buyers. Lower yields will discourage
others and drive remaining buyers to lower
their bids. “Any property that was valued
primarily on the basis of tax benefits will
have a material drop in value, perhaps as
much as 209%," says Leventhal’s Ross.

Texas would have to be declared a real-
estate disaster area. Demand for distressed
properties would dry up, because tax bene-
fits offer the only persuasive argument for
owning buildings that lack a solid cash flow.
The real estate debacle could quickly ex-
plode into a banking problem. “It has the
potential to be very severe,” says a banking
expert.

Meanwhile, the value of so-called institu-
tional-grade properties with strong cash
flows will probably hold up fairly well.
Their owners, such as insurance companies
and tax-exempt pension funds, have the
money and patient to wait out bad times.

New construction, however, will slow dra-
matically. Already, “the flow of capital has
come to a screeching halt,” says J. McDon-
ald Williams, managing partner of developer
Trammell Crow Co. He says hundreds of de-
velopment deals are floundering since Pack-
wood’s bill was born. While that halt is
solely needed in the office-building market,
it means many developers and construction
workers will be idled.

Eventually, dwindling construction will
allow landlords to raise rents some-what,
but rents would have to soar before con-
struction begins anew. Says Trammell
Crow's Williams: “To get the same net after-
tax returns, you'd have to have a 35% in-
crease in rents.”

That goes for apartment buildings, too,
but single-family homeowners can breathe
easy. Most observers believe that those
property values will go unscathed. Though a
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279% tax rate makes mortgage interest and
property-tax deductions less valuable to top-
bracket taxpayers, such deductions will be
among the few that survive. Chief Execu-
tive Michael A. Feiner of MDC Holdings
Inc., the third-largest homebuilder, believes
that lower interest rates and new stock and
bond market wealth will fuel strong housing
markets for at least six more months, tax
bill or no.

The rest of the industry is anything but
blasé, Once real estate regains its voice, you
can depend on one thing about Packwood's
bill: Congress will never hear the end of it.—
By Ellyn E. Spragins in New York.

WHY THERE'S No UPROAR OVER IRAS

Only a month ago, banks, thrifts, and fi-
nancial service companies pitched individual
retirement accounts to millions of taxpayers
with an unprecedented barrage of full-page
ads, junk mail, and phone calls. Banks and
thrifts stayed open until midnight, and
workers for some mutual fund companies
catnapped at their desks to keep the phones
working around the clock. By most counts,
the campaigns paid off. Taxpayers added
about $40 billion in IRA assets this year,
raising the nation's IRA pool to more than
$250 billion.

But the tax reform plan approved by the
Senate Finance Committee would eliminate
the tax deduction for IRA contributions for
people covered by pension plans—a move
that has already brought individual protests
to Capital Hill. Ironically, many companies
that pursued IRAs as though their survival
depended on them are barely protesting the
loss of this potentially enormous business,
“You have to look at the big picture,” says
Rupert H. Johnson Jr., senior vice-president
of Franklin Resources, a $22 billion mutual
fund giant. “Here's a onetime shot at over-
hauling the tax system, and you have to
consider the benefit for the country as a
whole.”

HARDLY ALTRUISTIC

Johnson's altruism aside, most financial
service companies stand to gain handsomely
from the new tax-reform proposal, and
that's why protests are only perfunctory.
The dramatic slashing of tax rates will more
than make up for the loss of the broadly
based IRA. Brokerage firms and mutual
fund companies pay high taxes, and cutting
their top rates will boost profits enormous-
ly. Under the new bill, Dreyfus Corp. would
clear $7.50 a share next year instead of a
projected $6.30, and Franklin’s 1987 bottom
line could improve from $3 to $3.75 a share,
according to John Keefe, financial services
analyst for Drexel Burnham Lambert Inc.
Stock in Dreyfus and Franklin Resources
declined since the tax plan was announced,
but those companies’ shares had been drop-
ping since February.

Since the new bill allows earnings of exist-
ing IRAs and new nondeductible contribu-
tions to be tax-deferred, the industry will
still push IRAs. Vanguard Group, a mutual
fund giant, plans to shift its IRA sales strat-
egy from promoting the tax deduction to
highlighting the tax-deferral provision.

In addition, the business the financial
service companies lose from managing IRAs
could be picked up elsewhere—with interest.
Lower taxes for individuals will leave them
more dollars to save and invest. And since
the new tax proposal quashes many tax-
sheltered limited partnerships, more of
those dollars are sure to end up in stocks,
bonds, mutual funds, and life insurance
products such as tax-deferred annuities.
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Tax-exempt bonds, an enormous business
for Wall Street brokerage houses and
mutual funds, should be a likely beneficiary
of money that otherwise would have gone
into IRAs. “You'll see some securities-indus-
try lobbying for IRAs,"” says Perrin H. Long,
securities industry analyst for Lipper Ana-
lytical Securities Corp., “but it won't be
very hard.”

Banks, with 27% of the IRA funds, and
thrift institutions, with 22%, could be ex-
pected to rally round this valuable source of
deposits. Yet industry leaders praise the
overall tax package for preserving favorable
treatment for loan-loss reserves and lower-
ing tax rates for individuals far more than
they bemoan the loss of the IRAs. “Frankly,
none of us ever made money on the IRAs
because of the intense competition,” con-
fides a New York City banker. Since banks
and thrifts pay at least the market interest
rate on IRAs, they shouldn’t have difficulty
replacing those deposits.

LEARNING TO LOVE

Some mutual fund operators are fighting
the IRA tax changes. Fidelity Investments,
for one, has sent letters to all its customers
urging them to write to their senators and
congressmen. The Investment Company In-
stitute, the funds' trade association, has
launched a major public relations campaign
urging taxpayers to do the same.

The biggest problem with defending the
IRA, admit its supporters, is a lack of strong
evidence that IRAs actually increase nation-
al savings. In fact, the savings rate dropped
from 6.7% to 4.6% since the introduction of
universal IRAs in 1982. David A. Wise, a
Harvard University economist, argues that
half the IRA contributions is money that
otherwise would have been spent, but this
view is not widely shared.

The ordinary folks who've grown fond of
the IRA as an easy way to shelter $2,000 of
income may not give up on IRAs as easily as
the industry. If constituents howl loudly
enough when their legislators return home
for the Memorial Day break, they could
force Congress into preserving the deduc-
tion in some form. But so far there's been
no groundswell of taxpayer protest. It may
be that the general public has already
learned to love the Packwood package.—By
Jeffrey M. Laderman in New York, with
bureau reports.e

JERRY SCHALLER

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, with the other members of the
Minnesota delegation and many
others in our State and Nation, I have
recently mourned the passing of a tal-
ented and compassionate man, Jerry
Schaller. Many of us knew Jerry
Schaller through his professional ac-
tivities, his work on Capitol Hill as an
aide to Congressman Karth, Senator
Humphrey, and Senator Mondale. We
also knew him through his work for
the Minnesota-based 3M Corp. and his
presidency of Joint Action in Commu-
nity Service, Inc. [JACS], an innova-
tive organization devoted to assisting
graduates of the Job Corps Program
to carry out what they have learned.
However, it is important for all of us
who knew and respected Jerry, and he
was well known and certainly respect-
ed in this town, to look at the personal
side of Jerry's life, to understand the
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energy and commitment that fueled
his efforts in his professional life. At
Jerry's funeral mass in late March a
eulogy was delivered by his friend and
colleague, George Spellman, one of
Jerry's coworkers at JACS, which I
would like to share with all of you. It
takes us a step closer to realizing what
a great friend we had among us. I ask
that following my statement the Spell-
man eulogy be printed in full.
The statement follows:
EuLoGcY

Reverend Father Byron, reverend fathers,
relatives, distinguished guests, and friends
of Jerry Schaller.

When thinking about preparing a eulogy
for Jerry Schaller, one must begin by think-
ing clearly about Jerry and his relationships
to organizations and to people. By knowing
what Jerry did—ecan lead us to discover who
he was. And as we all know, he did so many
things for so many people in the short
period of his sixty years.

His litany of organizations included politi-
cal, charitable, business, educational and
professional groups. It was not that Jerry
was a “joiner,” for he spent a great deal of
energy deciding which associations were
worthwhile of his time and talents, his gifts,
and graces, but it was because he believed in
organizations and institutions with noble
objectives.

Primarily, Jerry was a very good politi-
cian., He loved working “the Hill.,” He knew
that wonderful things could be achieved by
the political process and spent most of his
adulthood in this arena. He was a very
proud Democrat and worked zealously on
behalf of his party on both the State and
national levels. He served Congressman
Karth and both Senators Humphrey and
Mondale with distinction.

Jerry was a professional Washington rep-
resentative of the 3M Co. Not only was he a
proud member of the corporate team, he
was a founding board member of the Bryce
Harlowe Foundation which seeks to pro-
mote standards of excellence in lobbying ac-
tivities.

While at 3M, many of us received the
ditty box at Christmas, just in time to use
the 3M tapes on our Christmas wrappings—
a very thoughtful and practical gift. And al-
though Jerry was a part of 3M manage-
ment, he remembered being raised in the
labor movement and always believed that
organized labor played a vital part in our
economy to promote free enterprise. What
other person do you know who read the
great social encyclicals—rerun novarum,
quadragesimo anno and pacem in terris?

Jerry spent a lot of time doing things he
enjoyed. He loved his flowers and garden;
he enjoyed playing golf and strolling down
the fairways of the Argyle Country Club.
He couldn’t hit the ball very far but truly
enjoyed winning a $2 Nassau with a very
fine putter. He was an avid Redskin fan and
loved to attend those brisk Sunday after-
noon games which reminded him of Minne-
sota. One of his favorite activities was talk-
ing and debating—once when he had his
throat operated on a few years ago, his
worse punishment was not being able to talk
for a week. All of us welcomed the break.
Have mercy on us.

The finest part of his character shone
clearly forth as the volunteer president of
Joint Action in Community Service [JACS].
JACS helps young people after their job
corps training. Jerry wanted to be part of
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this volunteer program and always talked
about JACS and the Job Corps. He served
admirably for the past twelve years. That
was Jerry Schaller—always helping and
caring—getting someone a job; giving
money; getting money for worthwhile
causes; understanding the relationship be-
tween philantrophy and voluntarism. He
had a consummate sense of justice and
knew that charity could only be practiced
after justice was served. He was involved in
helping the marginal populations; he cared
about race relations; he worked quietly in
the women's movement and had a very spe-
cial place in his heart for the poor and the
underprivileged. He believed everybody
should have a second chance in our society
no matter what their social status. He was
so recognized by his alma mater St. Thomas
in 1982 as the recipient of their humanitari-
an award.

Finally, Jerry was a good husband and
father and grandfather. With those he
loved, he had very high expectations of
them and of himself. Oh, there were times
when he would yell and give commands. Yet
he always made time for those he loved and
those who needed him. His good humor and
quick smile added to that relationship.

So, when thinking about Jerry and his re-
lationships to organizations and people, we
come to placing all his activities within the
context of his deep abiding faith in his God
and in his church. He was truly a Vatican II
Christian.

Over the past several years, Jerry would
make his Easter retreat to Loyola on the Po-
tomac to spend a few days in prayer and
meditation in preparation for Easter. In
fact, today is the day his colleagues would
leave for Loyola to pray. Jerry believed in
the resurrection and now has experienced
the promise of Christ. His life has not
ended: It has been changed.

You have taught us much, Jerry Schaller,
and we thank you. It is my fervent wish
that we will continue to live a life of caring
which you showed us how to live,—George
F. Spellman, executive vice president,
JACS.e

IN REMEMBRANCE OF TERRY
REILLY

® Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to bring to my col-
leagues’ attention an individual who I
had the good fortune to know, albeit
briefly, and his significant contribu-
tions to improving rural health care in
this country. Terry Reilly, of Nampa,
ID, was tragically killed in a plane
crash a few weeks ago. He was travel-
ing throughout the State, campaign-
ing for lieutenant governor, when his
plane went down.

Terry testified at a rural health
hearing I held in Minneapolis early in
April. He impressed me there as an in-
telligent, caring, and dedicated individ-
ual.

Running for lieutenant governor of
Idaho was only the most recent exam-
ple of Terry's commitment to public
service. He also made many worth-
while contributions to rural Idaho
that deserve mention, Mr. President.

Since 1971, Terry had been the ad-
ministrator of Community Health
Clinics, Inc., in Nampa, ID, a nonprofit
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health corporation that operates five
family practice  medical clinics
throughout the State and also is in-
volved with a home health agency, a
rural consortium of mountain clinics, a
drug store, and two sexual abuse treat-
ment centers. I explain this, Mr. Presi-
dent, to illustrate the fact that
through Terry's leadership, Communi-
ty Health Clinics, Inc., furthered its
commitment to providing rural health
care in communities where no other
health care exists, in a State that has
only one city with a population over
50,000.

Terry was also a leader in focusing
national attention on rural health
care. He offered his experience and ex-
pertise to the National Rural Health
Care Association, as a founding
member and past president of that or-
ganization.

Mr. President, Terry Reilly will, of
course, be missed very much by his
family and friends. His death is also a
significant loss to those who have been
the beneficiaries of his leadership in
rural health care, both in Idaho and
throughout our country.e

NAUM AND INNA MEIMAN: 10
YEARS OF STRAIN

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, Naum
and Inna Meiman are personal friends
of mine who reside in the Soviet
Union. They have asked to leave the
Soviet Union to emigrate to Israel, but
they have been refused many times.
Naum is a mathematician by profes-

sion and performed calculations for
his job 25 years ago. Despite the fact
that these calculations are outdated,
Naum continues to be told that he
possesses state secrets, a ridiculous
claim. Inna has been told that she
cannot leave to obtain medical treat-
ment because she has lived with
Naum, the possessor of state secrets
for too long. Naum and Inna have
been married for 5 years, 20 years
after Naum did his calculations.

The Meimans are an elderly, sick
couple whose only desires are to emi-
grate to Israel and to see their daugh-
ter, Olga, who lives in the West.

I strongly urge the Soviets to allow
the Meimans to emigrate to Israel.e

HIGHWAY BEAUTIFICATION

® Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, last
July I introduced S. 1494, a bill which
would amend the 1965 Highway Beau-
tification Act to make it at last an ef-
fective mechanism for regulating bill-
boards. Twenty-one years after the en-
actment of the original act, the visual
pollution alongside our Nation’'s high-
ways has grown steadily worse. State
and Federal taxpayers have spent $2
million thus far to be rid of this road-
side pollution. All we have gained is an
increase in the number of billboards to
the point where we have 14 billboards
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for every 10 miles of Federal highway,
and over 150,000 of those billboards
are illegal or nonconforming.

I am happy to report that the battle
to reform our billboard laws is not
being fought by an unusual and broad-
based coalition including, the Reagan
administration, the Sierra Club, the
National Wildlife Federation, the Na-
tional Audubon Society, the American
Institute of Architects, the National
Taxpayers Union, the National League
of Cities, the American Society of
Landscape Architects, the Environ-
mental Defense Fund, the Environ-
mental Policy Institute, the Garden
Clubs of America, the Izaak Walton
League, the National Parks and Con-
servation Association, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation, the
Natural Resources Defense Council,
Preservation Action, and the Wilder-
ness Society.

In a recent letter, the Secretary of
Transportation, Elizabeth Dole,
strongly endorsed the reforms con-
tained in S. 1494 and stated that she
“wholeheartedly agrees that the cur-
rent law is unworkable and in great
need of change.” Secretary Dole’s
strong support is indicative of the sen-
timent across the country that now is
the time to make these billboard re-
forms the law.

Mr. President, I am including a copy
of the letter from Secretary Dole
which I respectfully request be printed
in its entirety in the Recorp after my
statement.

S. 1494 will change the present law
in several ways. First, the bill would
replace a moratorium on the construc-
tion of new billboards in urban areas,
similar to the present ban on con-
structing billboards in rural areas. The
ban would not apply to the types of
signs that are presently exempted in
the act, such as directional signs, or
on-premise advertising. The bill would
also eliminate an enormous loophole
that permits billboards to be built in
rural unzoned commercial or industri-
al areas, despite the clear intent of the
act to ban the construction of new bill-
boards in rural areas.

The billboard industry has enjoyed
the unusual position, as polluters of
the Nation’s highways, of being paid
not to pollute. A 1978 amendment
sponsored by the billboard industry re-
quires billboard owners to be compen-
sated in cash for the removal of bill-
boards that are nonconforming be-
cause of the act. The General Ac-
counting Office found that often bill-
board owners do not actually remove
the billboards for which compensation
has been paid. Additionally, the bill-
boards proposed for compensation are
ones that have ceased to be valuable
to the billboard owner because of
changes in the highway system, and
likely would have been abandoned
anyway.
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This subsidy of the industry is par-
ticularly egregious in these times of
severe budgetary constraints. S. 1494
will remove the requirement to com-
pensate in cash for the removal of
nonconforming signs and will author-
ize the use of amortization as a means
of compensation. The General Ac-
counting Office has estimated that the
financial liability for the cash compen-
sation provision could total nearly $1
billion. Additionally, removal of this
requirement will return to State and
local governments the ability to
impose stricter regulations on bill-
boards than they are presently able to.

This Nation spends hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars every year to protect
natural and scenic areas for their wild-
life, recreation, scenic, and other natu-
ral resource qualities. We clean up pol-
luted water and air and control obtru-
sive noise. Yet, billboards remain a vir-
tually unchecked blight on the Na-
tion’s highways. I am optimistic that—
with the backing of this dedicated coa-
lition—we have a good chance of final-
ly winning the battle against bill-
boards.

The letter follows:

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, DC, April 11, 1986.
Hon. SrtapE GORTON,
U.S. Senate, Washingion, DC.

Dear Siape: Thank you for your letter
concerning reforms to the Highway Beauti-
fication Act. I agree with you wholehearted-
ly that the current law is unworkable and in
great need of change.

When I testified before the Senate Com-
mittee on Environment and Public works on
March 6, I emphasized the importance of re-
forming the highway beautification pro-
gram. We must end the federal compensa-
tion requirement and allow state amortiza-
tion laws to control. We must reduce the
cost of the program to taxpayers. We must
tighten limitations on construction of new
billboards in rural areas, where billboards
intrude upon natural beauty. Equally im-
portant, we must end inappropriate inter-
ference with state and local zoning laws and
billboard removal programs. We must sim-
plify the program'’s administration.

The Department supports your efforts to
gain enactment of these provisions, as well
as other provisions consistent with our ap-
proach, Your efforts are even more impor-
tant in light of changes considered by the
House last year which would place addition-
al financial burdens on taxpayers and per-
petuate the current unworkable program
which adds little to scenic beauty.

I look forward to working with you and
other members of the Senate who under-
stand the high cost and small benefit of
continuing the current highway beautifica-
tion program to gain inclusion of mutually
acceptable provisions in the Senate’s high-
way bill.

The Office of Management and Budget
advises that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of these views to the Congress.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
Er1zaseTH HANFORD DOLE.@

® Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, the
Highway Beautification Act of 1965,
launched with great fanfare and hope
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to rid the American highway land-
scape of billboard blight has become
instead a Billboard Protection Act.
Drilled full of holes by the billboard
industry, the act encourages billboards
in zoned and unzoned commerical and
industrial areas, and now more bill-
boards are going up than coming
down. In 1978, the billboard industry
got the Congress to require that all
States pay cash compensation to bill-
board owners for the removal of non-
conforming billboards even if it was
State or local law that made the signs
nonconforming.

Before Congress stopped providing
appropriations for this purpose in
1982, over $200 million in Federal and
State matching funds were handed
over to billboard owners, providing
them the opportunity to use these
cash payments to put up bigger bill-
boards along the same stretch of high-
way from which the nonconforming
signs were removed. This ingenious re-
capitalization scheme ended when ap-
propriations were cut off, but the cash
compensation requirement remains. As
a result, removals of nonconforming
signs have ground to a virtual halt.
Today, according to the Federal High-
way Administration, 112,000 noncon-
forming signs remain standing 20
years after implementation of the act.
Because the law applies this cash com-
pensation requirement to signs de-
clared nonconforming under State and
local law, as well as Federal law, State
and local land-use powers have been
undercut. Both the General Account-

ing Office and the Department of

Transportation's Inspector General
have documented the act’s deficiencies
and failures and pointed the way
toward reforms.

Legislation I introduced last year
along with Senator GoRTON, S. 1494,
would produce the reforms that the
highway beautification program sorely
needs. Its provisions include a ban on
the erection of new off-premise bill-
boards along Federal-aid highways. It
would repeal the law’s cash compensa-
tion requirements, turning back to
States and localities their authority to
regulate billboards. It would also pro-
hibit several outrageous abuses per-
mitted under the law, including the
erection of billboards in phony, un-
zoned commerical and industrial areas
and the billboard company practice of
making signs more visible by chopping
down publicly purchased trees, shrubs,
and other landscape materials on the
public right of way.

Senator GorToN's and my efforts to
stop billboard pollution date back to
1961 when we sheparded a major bill-
board control law through the Wash-
ington State Legislature. Other States
have passed billboard control laws
since then. Unfortunately, the Federal
Government has actually impeded
State efforts to remove unsightly bill-
boards.
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In recent months, the public has
awakened to the fact that the failure
of the Highway Beautification Act is
turning our highway landscapes into
visual slums. The public outery against
this pollution is reflected in the in-
creasing attention that newspaper edi-
tors have paid to the problem. In
newspapers large and small, editors
are calling for an end to the game of
billboard shuffleboard that the bill-
board companies have established in
the law. I would like to share with my
colleagues a number of editorials that
have appeared over the last year or so
to demonstrate the growing public
support for action to halt billboard
blight. I ask that these editorials be
printed in the RECORD.

The editorials follow:

[From The Washington Post, May 3, 19861
BILLBOARD INDUSTRY EYES LOCAL OFFICIALS

Campaign contributions and posh junkets
for members of Congress—courtesy of the
powerful billboard industry—have been the
subject of recent columns. At least one sign
company has been discussing how to reward
its friends and punish enemies at the local
level as well.

Our associate Stewart Harris obtained a
copy of tactics discussed by Naegele Out-
door Advertising Co., third largest in the
country, during a company seminar in Min-
neapolis four years ago A Naegele spokes-
man insists that the ideas were presented
only for ‘“‘discussion purposes” and that
Naegele doesn't use them.

Among the suggestions were to give the
local mayor free billboard space for his fa-
vorite charity. “The mayor (being a politi-
cian) will recognize the value of being able
to get credit for favors to various civic-
minded persons,” the agenda explained.

Critics accuse the industry of using vari-
ations of this tactic, as when a billboard
company fighting a court suit in Des Moines
erected a sign saying: “A Shriner never
stands so tall as when he stoops to help a
crippled child.”

The judge presiding over the billboard
suit was a Shriner in the neighborhood
where the sign was posted, according to the
Des Moines city attorney.

During the Naegele seminar, company ex-
ecutives discussed ways to oppose anti-bill-
board campaigns. The agenda included such
things as the number of votes required on a
city council, the mayor's and city attorney’s
ability to help—and a cryptic question:
“Bribe suggested?"

The last was on the agenda as a “preven-
tive measure” so company officials would
know how to turn down a city official pro-
posing a bribe, the spokesman said.

For the record, a two-year FBI investiga-
tion in North Carolina led to the 1985 con-
viction of a Naegele official there on
charges that he ordered company employes
to falsify their income tax forms to avoid
taxes on bonuses they had passed along to
local politicians as campaign contributions.

Footnote: Until last fall, a media conglom-
erate called Ackerley Communications had
been a good friend to the American Heart
Association. The company for years had
given the association free billboard space
for its public service announcements.

But then the Heart Association stepped
over the line: It voiced its opposition to bill-
board advertising of cigarettes. The tobacco
industry, along with the liquor and airline
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industries, is one of the major clients of bill-
board companies like Ackerley.

In a memo dated Nov. 14, 1985, a top Ack-
erley official instructed the company’s bill-
board, radio and television subsidiaries to
cease the donation of air time or billboard
space to the Heart Association.

“Their position on cigarette advertising is
not compatible with our company,” the
memo explained. “Please consider this to be
the same as the American Cancer [Society];
we will no longer give either organization
any support.”

Ackerley rescinded the memo so fast that
the Heart Association never noticed any
interruption in the posting of their public
service announcements on airport bill-
boards.

[From the Durham (NC) Herald, May 4,

19861
THE BILLBOARD SUBSIDY

Strange, isn't it, how government's solu-
tions turn into costly problems? That has
been the legacy of Lady Bird Johnson's
highway beautification program.

It began as a beautification program to
chase billboards off the sides of federally fi-
nanced highways. But the billboard indus-
try’s lobby has finessed Congress into
making beautification as subsidy for the
sign-makers.

Here is what has happened. The 1965 law
was intended to clear the nation’s highways
of unsightly signs. The billboard industry
has wrangled out of Congress loopholes that
allow the federal government to pay for sign
removal. So far, the government’s cost has
been $200 million.

Indeed, signs have been removed—the
ones the sign companies didn't want because
of location, condition or visibility. While the
government has subsidized their removal of
unwanted signs, they have continued to put
up new ones, often clearing out lovely trees
to make them visible,

The result has been no fewer signs. In
fact, the twists in the beautification act
have made government an accomplice to the
visual assault.

It's time to get back to the original intent
of the Highway Beautification Act. Sen.
Slade Gorton, R-Wash., has introduced leg-
islation that would do that. He would end
the federal subsidy for sign removal, ban
new billboards along federally subsidized
highways and prohibit tree-cutting to make
signs more visible. His bill also would give
state and local governments more leeway to
crack down on unsightly signs.

The billboard industry is fighting the
Gorton bill, as one might expect, but the
bill is gathering support. One endorsement
came from Elizabeth Dole, Secretary of
Transportation, who says she would like to
end the “perpetual subsidy” and signs that
“violate our landscape and assult our senses
wherever we turn."”

We agree.

END THE BILLBOARD SUBSIDY

It's time to discontinue Lady Bird John-
son’s highway beautification program,
which has been transformed into a device to
subsidize the billboard industry.

The intent of the 1965 law was entirely
worthwhile. The legislation was aimed at
clearing the nation's highways of unsightly
signs. But because of loopholes and amend-
ments pushed through Congress by the bill-
board lobby, the act simply isn't working as
planned.

The federal government has spent nearly
$200 million to compensate billboard compa-
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nies for removing signs. But almost as fast
as the billboards come down, new ones
sprout up.

Under the current law, the federal govern-
ment puts up 75 percent of the cost of com-
pensating companies for sign removal, with
states and local governments contributing
the other 25 percent. What happens in
many cases is that billboard owners take
down their least profitable signs and erect
new ones at other locations. Sometimes,
companies take the money to remove signs
and simply leave them standing.

In addition, billboard firms frequently cut
trees and other foliage on highway rights of
way so their signs can better be seen.

The federal law also is tying the hands of
states and municipalities that want to get
tougher with billboard owners.

Sen. Slade Gorton, R-Wash., has intro-
duced legislation to change the law. He
would end the federal subsidy for sign re-
moval, ban new billboards along federally
subsidized highways, prohibit tree cutting
to make signs more visible, and give state
and local governments more leeway to crack
down on unsightly signs.

The billboard industry is fighting the
Gorton bill, for good reason. Not only have
the sign companies succeeded in defanging
Lady Bird Johnson's highway beauvtification
legislation, but they also have so far reaped
a $200 million windfall from the federal gov-
ernment.

But Gorton’s proposal has just received
an endorsement from Secretary of Trans-
portation Elizabeth Dole. Maybe between
the two of them, they can end what Gorton
calls a “perpetual (federal) subsidy to the
billboard industry to remove signs that vio-
late our landscape and assault our senses
wherever we turn.”

THE NEED To CONTROL BILLBOARDS

[From the Charleston (8.C.) News &
Courier, July 22, 19851

In defense of the indefensible, people
often come up with ridiculous arguments.
Defending signs and billboards from reason-
able regulation on the grounds that a sign
ordinance interferes with freedom of speech
is an example of sublime ridiculousness.

It is the equivalent of defending the right
of a drunk to yell at passers-by on the
grounds of freedom of speech.

The proliferation of monster billboards
and signs has finally got the goat of
Charleston City Council and at their last
meeting, on Tuesday night, they got around
to doing something about this blight on our
otherwise fair city. Council has been talking
about action for a long time now, so it was
encouraging to see a unanimous vote—with
the inexplicable abstention of Councilman
Baker. But the new sign ordinance faces
considerable opposition and Tuesday's meet-
ing merely gave it initial approval. Although
it would outlaw about half the existing signs
in the city, we consider the measure con-
servative.

For far too long, the city’s authorities and
its inhabitants have been putting up with
ugly, oversized signs and billboards. Al-
though they are silent, they are the visual
equivalent of obscene remarks. People
should be protected from such assaults on
their senses, Far from interfering with free-
dom of speech, the proposed ordinance
would protect our human rights from daily
violation.
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[From the Baltimore (MD) Sun, May 20,
1985]

NEw FIGHT AGAINST BILLBOARDS
(By Neal R. Peirce)

Houston.—Texas-scale antidote is shaping
up for a glaring failure of the Great Society
era—the Highway Beautification Act, a
proven paper tiger against the thousands of
billboards blighting America's highways.

Passed at the behest of Lady Bird John-
son, then First Lady, the 1965 law has
turned into a textbook case of how a law
can be gutted by the industry it's supposed
to regulate.

In 1978, the sign barons pushed through
Congress an amendment requiring govern-
ment compensation for any billboard re-
moved under state and local control laws.
That hobbled local controls but escalated
costs so drastically that appropriations
dried up.

The billboard companies pocketed mil-
lions of federal dollars paid them to remove
offending signs—probably using the money
to erect more signs elsewhere. The number
of billboards on federally funded highways
has soared to over a half-million. Now we
have jumbo signs—up to a house-sized,
2,500-square-feet ones.

Are billboards necessary—as the sign
lobby claims—to economic prosperity?
Hardly: Hawali, Vermont and Maine, the
three states that banned the boards alto-
gether, have done swimmingly without
them. For tourists, small uniform signs with
commercial logos are a welcome—and reli-
able substitute.

Billboards may start toppling elsewhere as
a broad-based citizen movement to curb the
signs grows. Even heavyweight developers
who see their own projects imperiled by the
signs have joined.

Texas is in the lead, Houston, first in
America in billboards per capita, passed a
law in 1980 limiting sign height and size as
of 1986. The billboard lobby in 1983 per-
suaded the Texas Legislature to require
cash compensation by cities to owners of
banned signs. Governor Mark White vetoed
the bill; this spring the billboard lobby is
pushing it again in Austin.

But now Houston has more allies. Rita
Ellison, the scrappy executive director of
Billboards Limited, claims support from an
array of Texas cities that have also pro-
claimed billboard moratoria—Dallas, Fort
Worth and Austin among them. San Anto-
nio Mayor Henry Cisneros has organized
tr.he Texas Municipal League behind the

ight.

Atlantans, worried about an onslaught of
billboards (doubled to 3,000 in the last five
years), have been stymied by the billboard
lobby., But Tulsa homeowners showered
Mayor Terry Young with protest signatures
bearing 7,000 signatures, and Mr. Young
pushed through a billboard moratorium
that approved most of the controls a study
commission recommended. And Orlando,
Fla., has a new city report recommending
major stiffening of its sign ordinance.

But when cities put in controls, suburbs
rarely show enough sophistication to follow
suit. The prospect, as cities reduce the
boards and regain control of their vistas, is
that they’ll be billboard-free islands sur-
rounded by rings of visual pollution.

Not a single victory over the signs has
come without a bitter, dragged out fight
with the billboard lobby. It's hard to think
of a tougher—and more often successful—
pressure group than the Outdoor Advertis-
ing Association of America. Its political
power ranges from Congress to the influ-
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ence it curries through targeted contribu-
tions in city council races.

In one local fight after another, the bill-
board lobby has packed hearing rooms, in-
timidated opponents, and when defeated,
has litigated nonstop to prevent controls
from taking effect. Local media often don't
take up the cudgel. They also advertise on
billboards, or are tied to parent corporations
with billboard subsidiaries.

Polls show a solid majority of Americans
for billboard controls. But until the recent
citizen revolt, with its critical business allies,
got started, their voices have usually gone
unheeded. Now a Coalition for Scenic
Beauty, its Center for Sign Control head-
quartered in Washington. Is coordinating
anti-billboard efforts nationally.

One senses the billboard gang has reached
the zenith of its power, while the anti-forces
are just gaining steam. They say that com-
mercial sign controls aren’t, as claimed, an
illegal “taking” or infringement of free
speech, but rather legitimate city action, af-
firmed by the Supreme Court, to protect
citizens from “visual assault”—and add that
intrusive, often mammoth, signs are the
only users of public highway rights-of-way
that don't pay user fees. They say the sign
lobby, in states from Tennessee to Califor-
nia even has gained power to chop down
trees—in California a beautiful eucalyptus
stand was destroyed—to make sure motor-
ists see their signs instead of the scenery.

Victories for the citizen billboard-control
groups come painfully, slowly. But it's hard
to believe Americans won't soon demand a
purge of the unsightly billboards.

[From the Atlanta Constitution Dec. 12,

BILLBOARD INFESTATION GROWING WORSE
I think that I shall never see
A billboard as lovely as a tree.
Indeed, unless the billboards fall,
I'll never see a tree at all.

Or words to that effect by Ogden Nash.
Or maybe it was Samuel Hoffenstein. Some-
body like that.

So now comes word—and who is surprised
by it?-that the infestation of billboards in
Atlanta continues apace; indeed, is acceler-
ating. The suppose billboard-control ordi-
nance enacted by the City Council last year
was fabricated from loopholes, written as
much by the billboard industry as by the
Council. It was a billboard-adding law, not a
billboard-subtracting one,

Just look around (if you can). City Hall,
handed out 470 permits last year. This year,
it has issued T01, with the greatest increase
in the biggest signs. The number of permits
rose by 126 from 1981 to ‘82, It has jumped
by 231 so far this year. Some control.

The Urban Design Commission, with
broad support from civie, business and
neighborhood groups, has called for a six-
month moratorium on billboard construc-
tion and for stricter regulations. The mora-
torium may be impractical, but increased re-
strictions—and sharply increased at that—
are impractical only if the Council remains
more solicitous of the billboard lobby than
of the city's good looks and the interests of
its residents and visitors.

Cobb County is considering strong new
regulations, before the situation gets out of
hand. Fulton and DeKalb counties allow
just five billboards per mile of roadway, and
then only on U.S. and state highways. Deca-
tur banned them in 1974.

Atlantans are bear-people. We live in the
woods. Our trees are one of the city’'s great-
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est charms and most pleasing (and cost-effi-
cient) amenities. We shouldn’'t deny our-
selves, or others who are visiting us, the
pleasures of seeing them.
And if the billboards keep kudzooming,
Growing like weeds and higher looming,
There's something else we soon won't see:
From corner to corner along Peachtree.—
Anonymous.
[From the News-Sentinel, Knoxville, TN,
Jan. 11, 1985]
BEAUTIFICATION BACKFIRES

Imagine a federal program that paid a
company to stop polluting in one place but
allowed it to turn around and do the same
nearby.

Now stop imagining and meet the high-
way beautification program. This legacy of
Lady Bird Johnson's initiative may be the
best thing that ever happened to the bill-
board industry, which some regard as being
in the business of visual pollution.

‘While companies have been pocketing mil-
lions in federal dollars, thank you, to
remove offending signs, they simultaneously
have erected even more signs elsewhere.
The net effect: Many roads stay cluttered
and highway beautification often remains a
distant dream.

It wasn't supposed to work that way. Part
of the problem lies in sheer neglect to en-
force the law. But the law itself is flawed,
too, full of loopholes that permit the bill-
board industry to conduct a shell game:
Take one sign down here but put up an-
other there.

Two recent reports, by the Transportation
Department and the General Accounting
Office, spell out the magnitude of the fail-
ure. Nearly $200 million has been spent in
compensation for the removal of signs, but
nearly half a billion more would be required
to take down the remaining billboards offi-
cially listed as “non-conforming.” And even
that wouldn't end the problem.

Fortunately, not all is bleak in the world
of billboard pollution. Six states have
banned billboards altogether. Others have
imposed stringent size and placement stand-
ards, or, like Florida, restricted them from
some highways.

Many local governments have done their
part, too.

In fact, given the confused state of the
law, it's wise the Reagan administration
hasn't asked for money for the program
since 1982, If more is to be spent, a morato-
rium is needed on highway billboard con-
struction. In addition, billboard operators
ought to be denied the privilege to cut down
foliage on public land. In states such as Lou-
isiana, stretches of trees as long as 2,000
feet have been clearcut so that motorists
can see signs.

The same thing is happening in the Knox-
ville area and many News-Sentinel readers
have complained about it.

Perhaps the best recommendation comes
from the Transportation Department: Scrap
the compensation program and adjust the
law so that states can require the removal
of signs after owners have amortized their
cost.

Considering the disappointing results of
nearly $200 million spent so far, why risk
more than twice that much in the future?

[From the Courant, Hartford, CT, Feb. 2,
19851

HicHWAY UGLIFICATION

The results of a 20-year government cam-
paign to beautify main U.S. highways by re-
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moving billboards are discouraging. Two
federal reports show not just disappointing
progress, but significant regression. The
chief culprits seem to be congressional
pliancy and executive branch lethargy (or
apathy), but the billboard lobby is a factor,
too.

Since passage of the Highway Beautifica-
tion Act of 1965, nearly $200 million has
been spent by the federal government to
compensate billboard owners who took
down their signs. What's to be shown for
the effort and expense? The absence of
about 600,000 billboards that once cluttered
the landscape along interstate and primary
U.S. highways.

Unfortunately, something else is also
showing the almost 200,000 illegal and non-
conforming billboards that are still standing
beside those roads. Also painfully evident
are the crews that have been putting up
new billboards faster than the old ones
could be taken down.

The reports suggest that the federal gov-
ernment, even while trying to control bill-
board proliferation, has also been stimulat-
ing it. The U.S. Department of Transpora-
tion's inspector general said compensated
billboard owners often used the money to
erect new signs, sometimes on the highways
where their old ones had stood.

Both the DOT report and a report by the
General Accounting Office, an arm of Con-
gress, noted that the law was so feeble that
it often allowed billboard companies, in
order to make their signs easier to see, to
destroy trees and shurbs that had been
planted for beautification.

Sometimes state money helped pay for
cutting down the plantings.

Loopholes weren't the only problem. The
executive branch, the reports indicated,
hasn't aggressively monitored state enforce-
ment of the beautification act, and they
said too little has been allocated for enforce-
ment during the Reagan administration.

About $500 million would be needed to
remove the remaining billboards, the GAO
report said, but only $15 million is ear-
marked for that purpose. Nor does the
Reagan administration seem interested in
enforcing the law: Since 1982, it hasn’t
sought any money for the beautification
program.

Expecting a new enforcement effort would
be naive, but a recommendation in the DOT
report could help: Instead of continuing to
pay billboard owners for removing signs, the
report says, state or local governments
should be given the power to simply order
billboards taken down after giving owners
time to amortize their investment.

Although amortization is a fair and effec-
tive approach, the billboard lobby probably
would vigorously oppose it, since it could cut
into profits. But if such a step can regain
some of the ground lost in the war against
visual pollution along the nation’s high-
ways, it’s worth taking.

[From the Times-Union, Rochester, NY,
Jan. 14, 1985]

BiLLEOARDS OUT OF CONTROL

The Highway Beautification Act of 1965, a
pet project of Lyndon and Lady Bird John-
son, was supposed to make the nation's
highways more scenic and perhaps safer by
removing unsightly billboards. Nearly
600,000 have been removed.

However, say recent reports by the Gener-
al Accounting Office and the Department of
Transportation, some 200,000 illegal bill-
boards still stand, and more signs are going
up than down.
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Billboard owners have been paid $200 mil-
lion in compensation for removing their
signs. But some never took them down, and
some used the money to put up new signs
just down the road.

How could this happen?

Partly because federal enforcement has
been lagging; partly because many local gov-
ernments and some states would rather col-
lect a permit fee than turn down a billboard
application.

There are exceptions. New York is fairly
strict about billboards; six states ban them
altogether. But in other states, billboard
owners who want unobstructed views of
their signs receive state funds to chop down
the very trees that were planted with feder-
al beautification money!

A 1978 amendment is especially onerous.
Until then, the federal law had applied only
to rural roadsides; local governments could
enforce local billboard ordinances and
remove boards without paying compensa-
tion. But billboard lobbyists convinced Con-
gress that cities and towns should also be re-
quired to pay for removal.

For cities like Seattle and Portland, Ore.,
that are trying to clean up their looks, the
costs will run into the millions.

Enough! Congress ought to make up its
mind. If it wants states and cities to wrestle
with the problem, it should repeal the com-
pensation requirements that tie the hands
of local officials, and let them choose be-
tween clutter and scenery that gives pleas-
ure and attracts tourists.

If Congress wants clutter-free highways—
which it should—it ought to pass a tough
law. No new billboards, period. Tax bill-
board owners, who'use public highways for
free access to a captive audience, to remove
nonconforming signs. Penalize states that
don’t cooperate. And mean business.

[From the Evening Sun, Baltimore, MD,

Jan. 11, 1985]

HIGHWAY BLIGHTIFICATION

A sad story of recent days was the one
about billboards along U.S. highways. For
some while, after passage of the 1965 High-
way Beautification Act of Lyndon and Lady
Bird Johnson, outdoors really did look
better. Shrubs were planted, screens ob-
scured the view of junkyards, the outdoor-
advertising industry removed some of its
billboards.

How things have changed. Separate re-
ports from the General Accounting Office
and the federal Transportation Department
indicate that three times as many new bill-
boards are going up as old ones disappear;
that the very trees planted to make America
beautiful again are being busily cut down, so
drivers and passengers will have an uninter-
rupted view of the ads.

Since 1982, GAO notes, no money has
been budgeted for highway beautification.

The cynical will say that the program was
doomed from its start, when the outdoor-ad
boys backed off the requisite 600 yards or so
from the interstates and put up their offen-
sive eyesores all over again, only bigger, to
compensate for the distance.

The ingenuous will say that before long
billboards won't seem so garish; you'll
hardly see them for the air pollution.

[From the Oregonian, Portland, OR, Jan.

26, 1985]

SceNic Roaps LosING

Lady Bird Johnson's chief legacy, the
beautification of America’s highways, is
being lost, eroded away by fund shortages,
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bureaucratic cynicism and, not least, the
1978 Hyde amendment that made it more
difficult to remove signs, even those blight-
ing the views. Starch must be injected into
the Federal Highway Administration,
charged with enforcment, and the Congress
must come up with legislation that is not a
prisoner of the billboard industry. Also,
greater support is needed for local efforts to
clean up the blighted highways and streets
of America.

In many states, more signs are going up
than are coming down. Local jurisdictions,
such as Portland and Multnomah County,
are under constant pressure from the bill-
board owners. Communities are losing more
battles than they are winning.

Two federal agencies, the General Ac-
counting Office and the Transportation De-
partment, have issued reports this month
indicating that the Highway Beautification
Act of 1965 that Mrs. Johnson sponsored,
has failed to accomplish its goals of making
highways more scenic and safer by remov-
ing advertising billboards.

Aesthetic values are being destroyed not
only by the signs but by a policy that per-
mits clearing of trees and vegetation along
federal highways so nonconforming signs
can be seen. non-conforming signs were
legal when the law was passed. To get rid of
them, the government must buy them, and
it has paid for 600,000, while some 200,000
remain. Illegal signs, which can be removed
anytime, are also proliferating, and enforce-
ment agencies are ignoring them.

In 1984, Congress and the administration
lost their enthusiasm for the program, and
no money was appropriated for removal of
non-conforming signs. About $427 million is
needed to get rid of the remaining non-con-
forming signs. But money may not be the
most important part of the problem. Signs
are not always taken down even when they
have been purchased.

A group called the Coalition for Scenic
Beauty is lobbying for new legislation, it has
stated, because the current laws are failing
to meet original objectives to remove high-
way blight and prevent it from spreading.

A combination of legal loopholes, ineffec-
tive enforcement and congressional apathy
is a greater contributor to the failure of the
program than a lack of financing. In some
areas, tough local zoning laws were getting
the signs down, but passage of the act pre-
empted these laws, 50 some communities
have lost ground under the program.

In addition to pressuring Congress, the
public needs to get behind local groups that
have been waging the uphill battle. The
Oregon Roadside Council has been in the
arena since 1932, It fights billboards, moni-
tors enforcement and has pinpointed what
it considers about 100 illegal billboards in
the Portland area.

[Eugene (OR) Register Guard, Jan. 23,
19851

SceENIc POLLUTION PERSISTS

Some Oregon cities—Portland, for sure—
still have a long way to go in controlling
billboards and other forms of visual blight.
But, as a state, Oregon has established rea-
sonable controls over roadside advertising in
the 20 years that have passed since Lady
Bird Johnson pressured Congress into en-
acting the Highway Beautification Act.

Moreover, Eugene, Springfield and a
number of other cities have adopted sign or-
dinances that contribute to their sightliness
while still allowing merchants and other ad-
vertisers opportunities to attract the public
eye. These cities have simply outlawed
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garish, contantly escalating sign competi-
tions.

Around the nation, however, highway
beautification is in retreat, and new bill-
board jungles are sprouting in cities and
suburbs with a rapidity that would amaze
even Jack of the Beanstalk.

While states that fail to police signs along
major highways stand to lose allocations of
federal highway construction funds, the
U.S. inspector general reports that the
Transportation Department is “not aggres-
sively pursuing the removal of illegal signs."

Since 1965, the federal government has
provided almost $200 million to compensate
owners of 600,000 signs ordered removed
from highway locations. But that invest-
ment is now being rendered next to worth-
less in parts of the country. The Transpor-
tation Department admits that new bil-
boards are going up faster now than old
ones are coming down. A General Account-
ing Office study is even more alarming.
That study shows that during 1983 new
signs were erected along America's roads
and highways three times faster than old
ones were torn down or relocated to more
suitable sites.

Transportation officials say they haven't
funds to deal with the problem. The inspec-
tor general and the GAO say that loopholes
in the Highway Beautification Act need at-
tention.

Congress should waste no time checking
the facts and taking appropriate action.
Federal budget problems may not allow ag-
gressive attacks on illegally sited billboards,
but the Transportation Department’s prior-
ities should be reviewed.

Beyond that, federal law could be changed
to provide stiff penalties for owners who fail
to meet firm deadlines for removing signs
that haven't a legal leg to stand on. Such
action would not only cut the costs of en-
forcing highway beautification. It also
would stir interest in restoring and main-
taining scenic values in communities were
authorities are tolerating excessive signing
because the public doesn't seem to care.
[From the San Antonio (TX) Express News,

Jan. 14, 1985]
BILLBOARD Law NEEDS REVISION

Imagine a federal program that paid a
company to stop polluting in one place but
allowed it to turn around and do the same
nearby.

Now stop imagining and meet the high-
way beautification program. This legacy of
Lady Bird Johnson's initiative may be the
best thing that ever happened to the bill-
board industry, which some regard as being
in the business of visual pollution.

While companies have been pocketing mil-
lions in federal dollars to remove offending
signs, they simultaneously have erected
even more signs elsewhere.

It wasn't supposed to work that way. Part
of the problem lies in sheer neglect to en-
force the law. But the law itself is flawed,
too. It is full of loopholes that permit the
billboard industry to conduct a shell game:
Take one sign down here put up another
there.

Two recent reports, by the Transportation
Department and the General Accounting
Office, spell out the magnitude of the fail-
ure. Nearly $200 million has been spent in
compensation for the removal of signs, but
nearly $500 million more would be required
to take down the remaining billboards.

Fortunately, not all is bleak in the world
of billboard pollution. Six states have
banned billboards. Others have imposed
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stringent size and placement standards.
Many local governments have done their
part, too.

Given the confused state of the law, it's
wise the Reagan administration hasn't
asked for money for the program since 1982,
If more is to be spent, a moratorium is
needed on highway billboard construction.

Perhaps the best recommendation comes
from the Transportation Department: Scrap
the compensation program and adjust the
law so that states can require the removal
of signs after owners have amortized their
cost.

[From the Lapeer (MI) Press, Sept. 18,
19851

KEeepING HIGHWAY FREE OF BILLBOARDS

The new I-69 freeway from Lapeer to Port
Huron is a beautiful highway of pleasing
curves, rolling hills and trim farmland. But
already it is being defaced by billboards.

Attica Township is small and rural, but
it's fighting this billboard blight. When a
sign went up last month, township officials
traced its ownership to Gannett Outdoor
Advertising and started proceedings. Gan-
nett had failed to get a township building
permit.

Gannett is a nationwide advertising firm,
a subsidiary of the nation's largest newspa-
per chain which recently bought the Detroit
News. Their failure to get a permit was not
the mistake of a small businessman unfamil-
iar with the law,

It’s fair to suspect that Gannett figured
that if they moved fast and got the sign up,
it would probably stay there. That's how a
lot of signs get placed.

We applaud Attica Township for its fast
action, as well as Imlay Township where of-
ficials are also trying to prevent the blight.
Let's save a beautiful highway.

[From the Milwaukee (WI) Journal, Jan. 19,
19851

LeT's GIVE SCENERY A CHANCE

I think that I shall never see
A billboard lovely as a tree.
Indeed, unless the billboards fall.
I'll never see a tree at all.
—QOgden Nash.

Since Ogden Nash penned his lament
more than 50 years ago, the billboard forest
has become a jungle in some parts of the
country. The advertising sign remains ubiq-
uitous despite the Highway Beautification
Act of 1965, which was designed to help the
scenery compete with the hype along the
nation’s roadsides.

Twenty years after passage of the law
championed by Lady Bird Johnson, nearly
120,000 “non-conforming” signs still clutter
the highways, according to a report from
the General Accounting Office. “Non-con-
forming” is a euphemism for billboards that
were legal at the time the law was passed
but are no more, because of size, spacing
and other restrictions, In order to get rid of
those signs, state governments (with 75%
federal help) must compensate the owners.

Taxpayers have spent nearly $200 million
to vanish about 600,000 such signs, but new
billboards have sprouted faster than the old
ones have fallen. In some cases, billboard
owners simply used the money they received
for getting rid of one sign to put up another
along the same highway.

In 1972, when Wisconsin began to imple-
ment the federal beautification law, our
state had about 14,000 non-conforming bill-
boards (more than in many other states).
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Only about 2,700 of those have been re-
moved.

What went wrong? For one thing, the fed-
eral money for billboard control has dried-
up, and an unduly restrictive state law pro-
hibits Wisconsin from buying out old bill-
boards without federal assistance. Thus, the
sign control campaign here, as in most
states, is at a virtual standstill.

In the present fiscal climate, Congress ob-
viously is not about to appropriate the esti-
mated $427 million it would cost to get rid
of offending signs. The lawmakers could at
least restore local governments' powers to
stem billboard blight through zoning—a
right that was effectively denied by a 1978
amendment.

Of course, there are more pressing envi-
ronmental causes than billboard control.
But “visual pollution,” in the form of bill-
boards, is one environmental abuse that
could be rather easily controlled. Congress
should not begrudge local governments the
right to deal with the problem.

Tourists, after all, are attracted by scenic
vistas, not intrusive billboards.e

ROWNY'S ARMS CONTROL
COMMENTS: RIGHT ON TARGET

® Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, it is
not often that something genuinely
new is said or written about arms con-
trol. Just such a speech, however, was
given April 17 by the Secretary of
State’s Special Advisor on Arms Con-
trol Matters, Ambassador Edward L.
Rowny.

In his address, “Strategic Offense-
Defense Mixes: The Impact on Arms
Control,” Ambassador Rowny made

several important points that deserve

the Senate's close attention. The first
is that the West has too often as-
sumed that offensive weapons and tac-
tics can overwhelm defensive technol-
ogies. The consequences of this mis-
taken assumption have been untold
suffering and misery.

The second is that technologies of
precision guidance and discrmination
are now available to make defenses
against the most offensive weapons—
ballistic missiles—possible and to make
the substitution of the most destruc-
tive weapons—Ilarge-yield nuclear war-
heads—feasible.

Ambassador Rowny rightly notes
that these developments make signifi-
cant reductions in strategic nuclear
weapons systems reasonable. He is
quick to note, however, that they will
require us to be more innovative in our
formulation of arms proposals for con-
ventional arms and space security.

In this regard, I was particularly
pleased to see Ambassador Rowny en-
dorse Albert Wohlstetter’'s space self-
defense zones, which could enhance
the survivability of our critical satel-
lites.

Mr. President, Ambassador Rowny's
speech of April 17, represents truly
fresh thinking on arms control. In
hopes that wider distribution of his
speech will encourage a sounder
understanding of these issues in the
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Senate, I ask that the full text of the
speech be printed in RECORD.
The text follows:
STRATEGIC OFFENSE-DEFENSE MIXES: THE
ImpACT ON ARMS CONTROL
(Address by Ambassador Edward L. Rowny)

The history of offense-defense mixes in
the strategy of warfare has been determined
for the most part by technological advances.
Moreover, the advent of new technology has
tended to determine the strategy at any
given time, rather than vice versa. This in-
evitably occurred at the expense of upset-
ting an existing mindset, a point often re-
flected in the notion that we always prepare
to fight the last war. In this century, tech-
nology has fundamentally overturned pre-
vailing notions about offensive-defensive
mixes four times.

The first time occurred in 1914 when the
belief in the offense epitomized by the
Schlieffen plan died in the trenches in Bel-
gium and Northern France. The promise of
a quick and decisive victory with light casu-
alties anticipated by the German general
staff ultimately gave way to the more ghast-
ly spectres of flanders, the Somme and
Verdun. The gridlock which characterized
s0 much of the war of 1914-1918 was finally
broken by new technology in the form of
the tank. However, by that time, the heavy
casualties had taken their enormous toll.

The second time a fundamental change
oceurred was in World War II. Horrified by
the carnage which had caused virtually a
whole generation to be lost in Britian and
France during World War I, strategists like
Guderian, Hart and Fuller looked for better
ways to have a quick and decisive offensive
without heavy casualties. The defensive Ma-
ginot line was out-flanked by offensie Blitz-
krieg forces, using the newly developed mo-
bility and firepower of mechanical vehicles
and airplanes. But subsequently, the strate-
gy turned toward attacks against “panacea”
targets. It was believed that these vital
nerve centers, if destroyed, would cause an
entire system to fail castastrophically. Oil
refineries, rail heads and ball bearing facto-
ries were typical examples of what Hart
termed the indirect approach. It was tested
first in Spain, then during World War II in
Europe, and finally in the campaign against
the industrial heartland of Japan. Yet, deci-
sive victory with small losses based on this
strategy proved once again to be elusive.
Large casualties, mostly as a result of
ground-force fighting occurred. The pros-
pect of additional casualties were hanging
over us if we were forced to invade Japan.

The third time prevailing beliefs about of-
fense versus defense were overturned by
technology occurred in 1945 with the advent
of atomic weapons. The atomic bombing of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki finally brought
about the swift results strategists had been
searching for. However, once the U.S. mo-
nopoly on the ‘“absolute weapon” was
broken, it quickly became apparent that the
bomb had limited utility. Indeed, nuclear
weapons were kept only to deter. The late
Herman Kahn termed this: “The irony of
the deterrent kept that it may never be
used.” Nuclear weapons were simply too de-
structive to use lest they invite retaliation
in kind. Many different theories of deter-
rence have evolved in the post-World War I1
era. But central to the most widely-accepted
ones is the notion that only nuclear weap-
ons can hold an enemy's counterforce tar-
gets at risk.

The fourth technological revolution,
which is now taking place, consists of three
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parts. The first part is the noisy—some
would say excessively noisy—revolution
being brought about by SDI. The second,
and more quiet part, is the one taking place
in outer space. The third and equally quiet
part of the technological revolution is
taking place in conventional weapons.

SDI, if the research being presently un-
dertaken proves feasible and cost-effective,
will change our nuclear strategy from a
purely offensive one to one of an offensive-
defensive mix. Technology has now ad-
vanced to such a level that the utility of of-
fensive forces, both nuclear and convention-
al, will be limited. I term this “pure de-
fense,” for as we envision it, it cannot be
used offensively. SDI's aim, epitomized by
the President's SDI Research Program, is
ultimately to use non-nuclear technologies
to counter attacking ballistic nuclear mis-
siles at every stage of their flight path. SDI,
in my opinion, will work and will prove cost-
effective, The momentum of the program is
being given impetus by the majority of seci-
entists and industrialists, not only in the
United States but in the United Kingdom,
Germany, Japan, Italy and Israel. It is an
idea whose time has come. It is, for the first
time in modern history, an attempt to have
strategy drive the use of technology.

However, this first success in modern
times to change a mindset will not be easy.
Aside from those who are comfortable with
the current offensive nuclear strategy and
are not convinced that an offensive-defense
mix will be more stable, there remain two
formidable problems. The first is managing
the transition to a new strategy with our
NATO allies so that decoupling does not
take place. The other is managing the tran-
sition through the arms control process, I
will have more to say on this last point
later.

A relatively quiet technological change is
taking place with high-tech in the field of
outer space. Satellites have become an inte-
gral part of our terrestrial military oper-
ations. Moreover, our economic well-being
has become increasingly dependent upon
satellites. However, we have failed to realize
that we must take steps to protect these
assets. This could be done by “hardening"
the satellites, by giving them *‘elusive’ capa-
bilities or by stationing redundant ones in
space. Alternatively, we could plan on quick-
ly replacing our lost satellites, or count on
defeating attacks on our satellites with anti-
satellites of our own. Satellites might also
be protected in part through arms control
agreements. But more on this later.

The final technological change now taking
place is in the field of improvement of con-
ventional weapons. In the first instance,
better target acquisition, smart bombs, pre-
cision terrain-guided munitions, shaped
charges, fuel-air explosives, kinetic energy
and stealth, ete., will improve the effective-
ness of current conventional forces. The im-
provement in tactical weapons will bring
about changes in the offense-defense mix
which are as yet highly unpredictable. The
new SDI technologies related to pure de-
fense, supplementing the technologies
which apply to the sensible atmosphere (for
purposes here defined as those under
300,000 feet), may lead to tactical missile de-
fense in Europe. Along with other defensive
changes the new technology may bring
about, there will be transition in the strate-
gy of defending Europe, quite aside from
the transition which will be brought about
through SDI.

Secondly, the advent of these new tech-
nologies further promises that current nu-
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clear weapons can be replaced by strategic
non-nuclear weapons. Non-nuclear weapons
are less escalatory than nuclear weapons be-
cause they avoid the spread of radiation and
collateral damage. Accordingly, strategic of-
fensive forces may, in the future, include
non-nuclear “strategic” weapons. Finally,
the same technology which applies to non-
nuclear strategic weapons can be applied to
defense suppression.

Defense suppression is an area where con-
ventional non-SDI-related high technology
has much to offer. However, it is also the
area that is driving the development of non-
nuclear offensive strategic weapons. And
herein lies the key. The same high technol-
ogy can contribute to either pure offense or
defense suppression, Indeed, it is possible to
have conventional weapons which approxi-
mate “zero CEP" nuclear weapons, thus be-
coming counterforce-capable. This may well
have been why Gorbachev expressed such
anxiety in his January 15 statement about
the development of conventional weapons of
mass destruction. Let me reiterate that this
includes smart bombs, PGMS, cruise mis-
siles, Stealth and the like. Much different
technology is involved in pure defense
against a ballistic attack. Indeed, SDI is
being deliberately structured so that it will
examine technologies which have absolutely
no offensive potential.

Defense suppression becomes of central
importance in the offense-defense relation-
ship because its effectiveness determines
whether offensive forces become first-strike
or second-strike capable. Moreover, we can
envision how this will take place. Defenses
can be overcome by speed, by saturation or
by Stealth. These involve different high
technologies, but all ones that we now know
to be feasible and all ones that operate
under 300,000 feet. In a world of both of-
fenses and defenses, suppression of defenses
below 300,000 feet would be necessary to
assure the success of a second strike.

What are the implications of these tech-
nological changes for arms control? Agree-
ments reducing strategic nuclear forces can
be reached if only the political will is mani-
fested. Agreements aimed at the protection
of our satellites such as Wohlstetter's “‘self
defense zones” would facilitate defense of
space assets. However, there is little pros-
pect that any agreement envisioned could,
in the ultimate analysis, guarantee their
protection. If research proves SDI feasible,
there will be a need to jointly manage,
through negotiations, the transition from
the current offensive strategy to one based
on an offense-defense mix. If agreements
lead to the drastic reduction of offensive nu-
clear weapons, it will put greater demand on
the need to negotiate conventional arms
control agreements, lest the world be made
“safe for conventional warfare.” At the
same time, agreements in conventional
forces will become more complex. In this
connection, the lack of success in MBFR,
after a decade of negotiations, does little to
inspire confidence that the arms control
process can assist in the solution of this
problem. But beyond this, the technological
revolution in conventional arms will also re-
quire arms control negotiations to handle
strategic non-nuclear forces and defense
suppression forces. Otherwise, we will have
done nothing to prevent what some analysts
term a “strategic free market,” at least for
offenses and defenses under 300,000 feet.

Let me sum up the impact of the above on
arms control. The problem of reducing stra-
tegic nuclear offensive forces, although up
until now largely unsuccessful, is relatively
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manageable, While the protection of our
space assets might be assisted by arms con-
trol, agreements may never be able to fully
guarantee their protection. This field of
arms control needs to be developed. The
nature of managing the transition from an
offensive nuclear to an SDI environment is
currently being formulated. Finally, the
nature of the arms control problem of joint-
ly managing and controlling newly emerging
high-tech conventional forces will be very
complex and difficult. Thinking on how to
deal with this problem has yet to begin.

In the final analysis, one is naturally
tempted to step back and ask if a world—not
much unlike that of today—without de-
fenses, wouldn't be more stable. Indeed,
wouldn't it be nice to return to the “idyllic"”
days of the 1950s and 1960s? The answer is
“perhaps,” but only if we believe we could
disinvent knowledge. However, technology
itself suspends belief. This, however, need
not work against arms control. On the con-
trary the technological “marketplace” will
demand dialogue to efficiently allocate of-
fensive-defense resources over the long
haul. Thus, for the first time, we have the
prospect of making technology our servant
in the evolution of offense and defense, not
our master.e

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

0 1730

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair in his capacity as the Senator
from Kentucky asks unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

APPOINTMENTS IN BEHALF OF
THE VICE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McCONNELL).

The Chair on behalf of the Vice
President, in accordance with 22
US.C. 276h-276k, as amended, ap-
points the following Senators mem-
bers of the Senate delegation to the
Mexico-United States Interparliamen-
tary Group Meeting during the 2d ses-
sion of the 99th Congress to be held in
Colorado Springs, CO, May 29 to June
2, 1986:

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
SimpsoN] and the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. WiLsoN].

The Chair suggests the absence of a
quorum. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

May 19, 1986

EXPLOSIVE MONETARY AND
FISCAL POLICIES SURE TO
BRING ON INFLATION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
the judgment of this Senator the Fed-
eral Reserve Board has been following
a highly inflationary monetary policy
since 1982, Now, but wait a moment.
How can that be? Inflation has moder-
ated spectacularly since 1982, and in
recent months producer prices have
fallen and even consumer prices have
started to actually come down in
March and they are still falling. So
how can any sane person look at the
results and claim the Federal Reserve
Board has followed inflationary poli-
cies? It is ridiculous.

What do I mean by inflationary poli-
cies followed by the Federal Reserve
Board? I mean that the Fed has for
the first time since we started keeping
statistics in the present form increased
the money supply far faster than the
increase in the nominal gross national
product. Now, why is that inflation-
ary? It is inflationary because as the
GNP increases in actual dollar terms,
it requires a somewhat lower rate of
increase in the supply of currency and
checking accounts to finance that
GNP dollar growth.

Now, since 1960, the money supply
growth actually exceeded the dollar
growth in the GNP in only 1 year,
196%. Even in that year the growth in
money supply only slightly exceeded
the rate of dollar GNP growth up
until 1982. Now consider the 1982
through 1985 period. What a change.
From 1982 through 1985, the money
supply increase exceeded dollar GNP
growth in 3 out of those years and in
very, very large proportions.

So is this increase in the supply of
money, an increase which is wholly
within the control of the Federal Re-
serve Board, an inflationary policy?
Well, it certainly is. There is, indeed,
one crucial difference between the
makeup of the money supply since
late 1982 and the makeup of the
money supply before that.

In December 1982, so-called NOW
accounts or negotiated order of with-
drawal checking accounts became legal
nationally. What are NOW accounts?
They are checking accounts that bear
interest. Now, before the advent of
NOW accounts, interest-bearing ac-
counts were not counted as part of M1
or the prime measure of the money
supply. Since 1982, NOW accounts
have been. So what happens if we go
back to the old system and omit all in-
terest-bearing accounts from M1?
What happens is that the relationship
between the money supply and the
gross national product goes right back
to normal.

If we do that, the growth in dollar
GNP continues to exceed the growth
in the money supply. So if we exclude
NOW accounts, it looks as if the Fed
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has not been pursuing an inflationary
monetary policy after all. If that is the
way it looks, take another look. Ask
yourself, when the Congress author-
ized NOW accounts and super NOW
accounts so that all of us could earn
interest on our checking accounts, did
we simply convert our interest-bearing
savings accounts into checking ac-
counts that paid interest or did we
convert our checking accounts into in-
terest-bearing, check-writing NOW ac-
counts? Which did most Americans
do? No one knows; no one has made a
study of it. But does it not make obvi-
ous good sense to reason that the
checking account customer, particular-
ly if that checking customer is at least
a half-awake businessman, converted
his checking account into an interest-
bearing NOW account? Of course it
does. And here is why. Most Ameri-
cans have good sense especially when
it comes to money. So most Americans
with a checking account have likely
put that idle checking account to work
where it could both earn good hard
cash and still serve as a handy deposit
for paying bills. Except for those
checking accounts that had been kept
at a bare minimum and therefore did
not add up to much of a sum, it seems
logical that over the 3- to 4-year
period since 1982 most of the fat
checking accounts sitting around
would have gone happily to work earn-
ing interest as well as providing a
checking service.

On the other hand, why should a
saver who has his money tucked away
in a noncheck-writing savings account
rush to move those savings over to a
NOW or interest-paying checking ac-
count? Oh, sure, it might provide for a
little more convenience, but surely the
incentive to move noninterest-bearing
checking account money into interest-
bearing NOW accounts should greatly
exceed the incentive to write checks
on the savings account.

Now, having gone through all this,
what does it all mean? It means that
the present measure of the money
supply including NOW accounts as
checking accounts as part of M1l is
right. And that means that the meas-
ure of the money supply reported by
the Federal Reserve as M1 does accu-
rately show the Fed has been pursuing
an inflationary monetary policy for
the past 4 years.

Now, that brings us right back to the
initial contradiction. If this policy is so
inflationary, why is it that it coincides
precisely with the period of falling in-
flation culminating most recently in at
least a short period of actual deflation,
prices actually going down?

The answer is that for the past 4
years there has been a growing glut of
commodities including food, oil, and
virtually all other raw commodities.
This has coincided with an excess of
labor, with an unprecedented explo-
sion of entrants into the labor market
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in our country. This enormous in-
crease in the supply of goods and the
principal material for services, that is,
labor, will run its course. Indeed, the
falling oil prices may be ending al-
ready. Meanwhile, the unique, soaring
rise of the money supply will eventual-
ly in a year or two begin a correspond-
ing period of skyrocketing inflation.
That reaction has always, always, in
the experience of all countries, accom-
panies the kind of grossly irresponsi-
ble inflationary fiscal and monetary
policy that this country has pursued
for the past 4 years. It will just take a
little patience to see it happen again.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boscawirz). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 140 HELD AT THE DESK

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, after
conferring with the Democratic leader,
I ask unanimous consent that Senate
Concurrent Resolution 140, designat-
ing June 6 as William C. Lee day, be
held at the desk until close of busi-
ness, Tuesday, May 20, 1986.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

VIOLENCE IN SOUTH AFRICA

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am just
passing along a suggestion after talk-
ing to two or three of my colleagues. I
think there is a feeling that with the
violence that is taking place in South
Africa and neighboring countries that
somehow this body ought to be re-
sponding with something more than
just words saying, “Naughty, naughty,
this is not nice;” that we ought to be
saying in concrete words to South
Africa, “Your policy of institutional
discrimination has to change.” Not
from a pious “we have all the answers
and we have solved all our problems,”
as we know we have not solved all our
problems.

The reality is we ought to be doing
something a little more firmly and we
are not doing it. I pass that along to
the majority whip. Perhaps he can dis-
cuss it with the majority leader and
with the chairman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee. I will do
the same with Senator PELL and Sena-
tor Byrbp. It just seems to me we ought
to be sending a message more briskly
than we are now sending.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, know-
ing the Senator from Illinois, as I do, I
sense his deep sensitivity and his
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degree of social consciousness. All of
us are offended and appalled by that
situation. Indeed, his remarks, I be-
lieve, will perhaps galvanize us into
some kind of method to work with the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, Senator Lucar, who has
provided fine guidance in the past
with issues from South Africa, along
with Senator Byrp, who has worked
hard in that area. I am sure they will
direct that to the attention of the ma-
jority leader for action.

Mr. SIMON. I thank the Senator for
that. I do not mean my remarks to be
critical of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee or anyone else, but I think
what we see now as escalating violence
will continue to escalate unless we can
somehow get a peaceful resolution
over there. I thank my colleague.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank my friend
from Illionis very much.

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY

RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that once the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until the hour of 10
a.m., on Tuesday, May 20, 1986.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNITION OF CERTAIN SENATORS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, fol-
lowing recognition of the two leaders
under the standing order, I ask unani-
mous consent that the following Sena-
tors be recognized for not to exceed 5
minutes each for special orders: Sena-
tor HAwWKINS, Senator GORTON, Sena-
tor CHAFEE, and Senator PROXMIRE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, fol-
lowing the special orders just identi-
fied, I ask unanimous consent that
there be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business for not to
exceed beyond the hour of 10:30 a.m,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for not more than 5 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, at the
conclusion of routine morning busi-
ness, it is the intention of the majority
leader to begin consideration of the
supplemental appropriations bill.

ORDER FOR RECESS BETWEEN 12 NOON AND 2

P.M.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess between the hours of
12 noon and 2 p.m. in order for the
weekly party caucuses to meet on
Tuesday, May 20, 1986.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I will not
object, the distinguished acting Re-
publican leader did not intend, I am
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sure, to have as a part of the unani-
mous-consent request the expression
of intention as to the consideration of
the supplemental appropriations bill.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, that
is known as part of the evening “rat-
tling,” and it was not my intention to
do that. That was for information
only. The Democratic leader is quite
correct.

Mr. BYRD.
guished Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

I thank the distin-

PROGRAM

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, roll-
call votes can be expected throughout
the day, and the Senate could be asked
to remain in session into the evening
in order to make substantial progress
on the supplemental appropriations,
bill.

At 2 p.m. it is the hope of the major-
ity leader to lay aside the supplemen-
tal appropriation to resume S. 2180,
and a vote is expected in relation to
the Gorton amendment at approxi-
mately 2:30 p.m.
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Mr. President, I believe that is the
schedule, basically, for tomorrow.

I will ask the Democratic leader if
he has further business.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. SimpsoN] the acting Repub-
lican leader. I have nothing further.

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT
10 A.M.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, after
conferring with the Democratic leader,
there being no further business, I
move, in accordance with the previous
order, that the Senate stand in recess
until 10 a.m., Tuesday, May 20, 1986.

The motion was agreed to and the
Senate, at 6:18 p.m., recessed until
Tuesday, May 20, 1986, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Secretary of the Senate May 16,
1986, under authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1985:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Cynthia Shepard Perry, of Texas, to be

Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-

May 19, 1986

tiary of the United States of America to the
Republic of Sierra Leone.

NATIONAL FOUNDATION OF THE ARTS AND THE
HUMANITIES
David Lowenthal, of Massachusetts, to be
a member of the National Council on the
Humanities for a term expiring January 26,
1992, vice Marcus Cohn, term expired.

U.S. POSTAL SERVICE
Crocker Nevin, of New York, to be a Gov-
ernor of the U.S. Postal Service for the re-
mainder of the term expiring December 8,
1992, vice Frieda Waldman.
IN THE MARINE CORPS
The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list in the grade indicated
under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, section 1370:
To be lieutenant general
Lt. Gen. David M. Twomey, I taccill
U.S. Marine Corps.
Executive nominations received by
the Senate May 19, 1986:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
George S. Dunlop, of North Carolina, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Agriculture,
vice Peter C. Myers.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

John W. Roberts, of Arizona, to be U.S.
Marshal for the district of Arizona for the
term of 4 years, reappointment.
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